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Development in Judging Moral Issues--

.

» L) [ y
. . ‘ A Summary of Research Using the Defining Igsues Test '
. _ * ’

- . ' - Introduction

» . . . ’ . .

The papers of this report give the highljghts of about 100 studies that

_have used the Defining Issues Test of'moral judgment. The papers were ori-

1

\ ‘ ginally presented in a somewhat different form at the 1977 Convention of the "’
. Society for Research in Child Development.f Currently about 100 studies using
the Defining Issues Teste (DIT) havé been completed and several Hundred more

: . are in progress in most states of the U.S. and a number of foreign countries.
\ : - '
| "o The DIT 8 standardized format and objective scortng makes comparisons poesi~

ble among atudies; and this body of research comprises the most suthantial

data base yet, accumulated on a single*measure of moral judgment. k The purpose

of this report is to present outStanding examples of severaL-types of DIT

studies, to summarize the findings of similar étudies, and to discuss the .

! and cognitive-developmental theory.- The convergences and replications of the
: ~ . Te ~ : .
many studies have been remarkable. To my knowledge, this body of resedrch
. : - A . )
represents the most thorough investigation of the nomblogjtal network -of re--

L]

b
of moral judgment has demonstrated such consistently hig. reliability and va-

‘ c

lidity, involving so many differipt investigators with g0 many different*popu—

-3 . lations. T e

» L.
- . ‘ -

The first paper summarizes cross~sectional studies (on "about 6000 sub~

jects) and 3 longitudinal studieés, presenting:evddence for developmental.'

trends’in the way people define moral issues (on the DIT). The second paper

"

) .theoretical and practical implications regarding the nature of moral judgment .

lationships yet coﬁductbd of the aoral judgment construct and no other:measure‘
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by James Carroll reviews correlational studies relating to three questioas:
What 1is the gvidencé that the DIT is related to cognitive development? What -

is the relationship of the DIT to Kohlberg's.test? What 1is the evidence\t@at
1 . .

the DIT is related to values and social-political decisions? The third papet

- -

by Jeanette Lawrence reviews 14 educational intervention studies using the DIT .

“"as a prélpost measure of change, and points out desirable features of an in-
* tervention study. The fourth paper by Kathryne Jacobs relates-the DIT to

1
J .
behavior in an experimental setting, and traces=t§e linkag.3 between the DIT's

questionnalre resﬁonses-gnd-how subjegts actually behave. The.fifth paper by
Edgar McCoigan relates the DIT to behavior in a naturaligéic settiné, namely
delinqueni_pehavior, and‘coépares the discriminative power oEfthe DIT with
”~h}bérg's test and’other soci;l cognition measures. The'sixth paper by Mank
Da;ison presents a new procedure fqr(scaling DIT responses and a pewﬁzax,of
representing subjects' scores wt .ch increases, the power off}éé DIT, presenfs

a general strategy for further test development, and'prese&;s\confiyming evi-
dence for the internal structure of the DIT. As aﬁ addendum to the%é papers,
a téble is;included'reviewing correlations of the DIT with various/%ersonglity
variables as repértéd in various studies. /
\ This research is the product of many peopie's efforts,~not 6nly those
listed as authors Sf these papers, but also‘of the score;wof rgéearchers whose
work is summarized’%ere.) Their generosity in .sharing ;heir results and data
ha;e made this-extensive data collection possible. Unavoidably there is much‘
that is left out in this report‘ and full descriptions of the Ygrious studies’
are eonitained ia the original articles which are listed in the b;bliography..
'My'coilection of DIT reports, dissertations, and articles f;om the many con-
tributors amounts to an eight foot stack if articlés are‘piled~oq top of each

other-~this gives some idea of the condensation in this report. Theoretical-

+
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discussions are particularly slighted for the sake of presenting a concise
summary of empirical findings. Elsewhere'l have written two papers which at-

t;mpt to deal with basic theoretical issues: (a) "A théoreticaL analysis of

¢

moral judgment development” (Rest, 1977a)§describes stage %haracteriqtics and
their interrelations, what the advances are of eaéh succeeding stage, and how
the higher stage provides more adequate conceptual tools for solving moral

problems; (b) "The stage concept in moral judgment research" (Rest, 1977b)

describes the model of deyelopment presdppdsed in the DIT, and how it 1s con-

sistent with -ecent theorizing in cognitive developmental research and is
.
_consistent with what is empirically known about moral judgment development. -

N o
In the near future I plan to complete a book which more adequately integrates

’

the theoretical aspects of the DIT research with reviews cf research findings,

+ -

and treats a gréater variety of theoretical and method-slogical issues.

. .

Beforevgoing direétly to the papers, a brief description of the DIT it~

I3

self is in order. The subject first redds a dilemma such as the ;Hainz gnd

the Drug" dilemma used extensively in Kohlbergian résearch: a man's wife is ’

dying of cancer and a druggist in the same town has a drug that might save

her; however the druggist is charging an exhonbitant price for the drug and

. P

the husband can not raise the money; should he,sﬁeal the drug in an attempt

to save his wife? After the dilemma, the subject is presented with 12 state-
4

ments which express various consiacrations or questions which a person might

ask himself in making a decision about what one oﬁght to dom The subject's

»

-

Insert Table 1 about here*

-

task is to decide which considerations or qugstions are, crucially important

*Note: Tables are located at the .end of each paper. -
< :
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' and then it

' item on a 1 to 5 scale of "great importance" to '"no importance,'

the bottom of the page, tuv rank the top four items of Importance, putting the Y

choice of most important first, and so on. N

.

In the -DIT it is assumed 'that people at-different developmental stages

define the crucial issues of a moéal dilemma differently. While some people

.

see Heinz's dilemma as predominently a matter of maintaining the laws of a

. -

. community like item 1, others see the dilemma more as a matter of a husband’s
love for his wife,.like item 2. The issue statdments are written as repre-

sentatives of different moral judgment stages. (see Rest, 1977a). The first
\
, Law and Order Oriertation,

°

statement is supposed to represent the Stage 4
.’ the secon& item 1s‘§upposedﬂt6 représent the Stgge 3, Interpevsonal Concor-
dance Orientation, and-so on. Presumably iy a éubje;t'has‘use& and under-
Etands a particular stage of.moral thinking, the subject will recbgnizé that
system of ideas in the item pre§ented. For instance, a highly advanced sub-
je;t presumably understands thé first two statements and appreciates their
relévance to this case, but also regards those statements as too
narrow to serze'és an adequate basis for making a decision about whaf Heinz
ought to do. 1In 1tem'#5,\"What values are going to be the basis for governing
how people’act towards each!;ther," the advanced subject sees a much broader
basis for mak;ng\; 9eéision about this cése.. This ftem incorporates concerns
about social order, familial love, Heirz's own self preservation, etc. for it-

\ N - ' .
-4 -
. ones .apd which are not. Mpré specifically, the subjecf is asked to rate each

implicitly asks what principles can prioritize all these conflicting claims.

kS

In contrast, a less advanced subject recognizes the hmportance\af the lower ;3

L)

stage items but fails to comprehen& the significance of the higher stage items,

v : ; .
hence the less advanced subject gives greater importance to the lower stage

.
.

items. In short, rhe DIT is supposeéd to work as a developmental'measute of
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moral judgment by a dual process of comprehension and preference: less de-
; ) .
veloped subjects don't pick the high stage items because they don't cbmpre— P

hend them; more developed subjects don't pick rhe lower stage items because
A 4 - »
ER ] -
" they are viewed as too simplistic.

.Note however item #4 "Whether the essence of living is more«encdxpaséing

] than Che. termination o. dying, socially and individually This item was de-

» &
-, signed to be pretentious—sounding but meaningless Such pretentious but mean-

+

ingless items are sprinkled throughout the stories of the DIT~—there are 6
stories in all, 1If a subject checks too many of these items, that question-
. naire is thrown out because the squect seems to be endorsing items on the
bdsis of their style and apparent complexity rathet than on their comprehended 4: ¢
. ® .
_meaning to the subject. In the instructions to the DIT, subjects are fore-
warned that there will be meaningless items in the test anc are instrucaed
to rate those items low. 'It does turn out sometimes that subjects see mean-
ing in our meaninglees items. For instance, one prcfessor at Minnesota{when
ne first looked at the DIT iteme--and in 'particular when he came to iteL 4
("Whether the essence of living is more encompassing « . .')--offered the ob~-
servation that just recently he seemed to have reed a doctoral dissertation )

¢

- vith that very same title. Now admittedly it may happen sometimes that one

I

of our meaningless items:ioes have some meaning for—; particular person, but

it 1s unlikely that the whole set of meaningless items‘throughont the DIT are
meaningful. And so whenever 3 subject rates too many of the meaningless items
too highly we either conclude that‘the subject has a different test-taking set

than the one requested in the instructions, or alternatively, we infer that

the subject 1is serving ;F<;'Lot of very strange doctoral dissertation commit- .--

tees, byt in either case, we throw the questionnaire out. -
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There ¥s annther circumstance in which we throw the questionnaire out:
- .

wé thrrv out questionnaires of overly efficié%t sub jects~~that is, subjects

"who are so efficient with their time that they -put check marks down dithout‘3

A\ ]

-

taking the time to read the items®. Subjects who f1ll out the questionnaire

~
)

by random checking are idenﬁified by comparing the ratings with the rankings;

and if there is poor consistency between ratings and rankings, we infer that

‘the subject is randomly checking and we discard the quéstionqaire. Typically

about ,5 to 157 of the questionnaires are invalidated either becausge of incon-"

»

sistency between ratings and rankings or -because the subject endorsed too

manf meaningless items

o

The basi& data that the DIT gives, then, are‘fatings and rankings to ~

stage-keyed items &B 6 stories. There are 72 items in ali, somé are keyed

at Stage 2, some at Stage 3, Stage 4, Stage 5 and Stage 6. Therefore scores

]
.

for each of these Btages can be derived.' Up until recently éhe most useful

J ~ B
single index for the DIT has been the degree to which subjects rapked the

LY

Stage 5 and 6 items as important. I say, "up until recently” because Mark

Davison will be presenting in his paper a aeﬁ‘index that 1s beEter. But for . o

by

the past 5 years we have been using an index called the "Principled? index

. -or "P" ingex. This index is based on how many Stage 5 and 6 items are ranked

in first, second, third or fourth place of importance. The P index is the

one used in almost all of the studies .presented in thesz papers,‘and'it'is
interpreted as the relative importance that a subject gives to priucipled g
{

moral considerations (to Stages 5 and 6) in making moral decisions.
- ) !
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‘ : greedy dnd cruel. - ¢ s

12, Would stealing in such a case bring about more
for the whole society or not

e — — —— ——

"From the list of questions above, select the four most important:

Yoo

‘Most important

Second most important -
Third most important - 7" .
Fourth most impertant

D e
- '
~
. ‘
3

AN

o TABLE [ —~ D I T QUESTIONNAIRE .
9 0 o & - ' s o .
g8 0 O 8 | ’ S
;8 8 £ £y ‘ '
6:5 s 88 & HEINZ STORY )
B E, :§- Cé %&%‘ ~ On the left hand sicie of' the page
E_,:/'"‘/f:‘, .E_ .. R check one of the spaces by each -
“kg 2 g E o - ’ N question to indicate its importance.
O X @A =
— Whether a communify s laws are goiag to be upheld.
]
el 2 I.sn £ it only natural for a toving husband to care so
s muc‘h for his wife that he'd steal?
.3 18 Heing willing to ¥i.« getting shot as a burglar or
L. going to jail for the chance that stealing the dtug
. mighv help? .
} s
e 4. Whether Heinz is a professional wrestler, or has con-
siderable influence with grofessional wrestlers.
& w_ __5, Wnether Heinz is stealing for himself or doing this ’
solely to help someone else. .
e __'= 6. Whether the druggist s rights to his invention have to bé_
respected. .
—— _1 _— 1. Whether the-essence of living is more encompassing than
_the termination of dying, soci’ally and individi y.
R - 2 “What values are going to be the basis' for goverfling how
people act towards each other. : .
e 9. ¢ the druggist is going to be allowed to hide behind
\-’ﬂa worthless law which only protects the rich anyhow.
I 10. Wnether the law in thig .case is getting in the way of the
R mcst-basic claim of .any member ‘of society. N

11. Whether the. aruggist ‘deserves to be robbed for_being 80

total good
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Charting the Course-of Development through

Cross-sectional and Tongit: dinal Studies '

; —

Jémes R? Rest .

. ' N :
I don' t think many people wouid be surprised ®o hear that there arﬂ "

differences in the way people define the importhnt”issues in mo-al dilemmas .

There is a lot of variation in scores from the pIT. Generally we expect
I o . ’ :

moral issues to be controvereial A question of“much interest, however, is

_— \—
whether the diffe:enres that exist among people can be accounted for in terms

of developmental diﬁjerences. T » i
N ! 1

N - { » . .
The first kind of evidence regarding the developmental n#ture of woral - "

A

judgmerit comes from cross-sectiongl data. One of the first studies collected

= - . -

Ny

InsexélTable 1 about ‘here* .
) /S N - * \_,‘
- R . e . P

Aquestionna re data from junior high school subjects, senior highs, college

unde.graduates, seminarians in a liberal protestant seminary, and Pn.D.- stu~

\ . %

dents in moral philosophy and political science. If you look at the column , \
o« ‘e T, .

at the far right, you seo that the-relative importance 3iven to stages 5 and -

6 (the P index), is higher with the monﬁyadvanced groups. Group diffjrences ] o
in DIT scores are highly significan:. Abqut 502 of the variance in tnis sau— . -,
ple of 160 subjects is accounted. for by grouping tle subjects inte tbe age- ‘¢ 'h‘a
educational groupings. I we aieume that age and education are rough proxy ﬁb

variables for development, then this kind of data gives us evidence that moral . /

judgment as measured by the DIT {s developmental. There have been ﬁgur other -+ :
L , - " . . ,

cross-sectional studies of student groups by other researchers and all of W

*Note: Tables are located 'at the end of each oaper.

E R

12
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.’ ‘ l‘
) these crots-sectional‘stqdihs’have found age trends in DIT score; (Samtle 2 ¥
in Rest, et al., 1974 ~-Blacknor, 1975; Yussen,'l976 Martin, et al., 1977).
One advantage of‘rross-sectional data is its ease of collection Re-
o searéhﬂ{s from all over the country have b» 4&.0us in sending me reports“ ‘ s

L4 . .
i 7 of their-findfﬂgqu§th:the DIT and in senditg me their data. Thanks to their

.L\<

coopetatiqp,(we havg/a large collection of data frém 136 ;ifferent samples
N ’
containtﬁ%’almost 6000 subjects.. This composite sample contains data og sub-

" jacts from age 13 to 74, males and females, from states from all regians of

!\ ' the couptrj. Grougidg the subjects by"age level, Table 2 shcws that the

>

Ingsert Table 2 about here

- -

r'and more advanced students have higher PZ scores than the younger sfuf\ >

dents.s Analysis of variance adross the 4'§tudent'grouﬁ§ gives a'F ratio of

.

“ 604! About 38% of the variance in scores 1s accounted for by grouping" tie
R . ! . o v e

students into age-educational groups. . <, v
In tbé non~-student adult group. age 1s not confoggded with education be-

cause an old adult can have a low education 1eVel énd a young adult can have

’

\

2 high education level. In two studies-—one by éoder (1975) and Sne by

Dortzbach (1975)=-~moral judgment was more strongly correlated with educatioa

than with age. Furthermore, comparison of adq}t sample: 4ith student samples

show that adults #ho ended their formal education many years ago tend to have

e x|

& about the same DIT scores as students currently at the corresponding level of

’

3 formal edvcation (that is, adults with a high school education have scures

similar to current high school students; adults with a college education have

scores similar to current colleée students, etc.). And so these cross-sezti ial

+

-

studies suggest that adults in general tend to reach a plateau ig)moral judg-

-

. ment development once they leave formal sthooling.

~ 15 o
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Othef“aEﬁcgraphic variables have been looked at to see what variance in
N )

DIT sggres they cpuld ‘account for. No other demographic variables are as K

.powerful as age and education. Sex accounts for very little variance on the

’

DIT. In 20 out of 22 scudiéé there were no significant differences between

'male and females. In the 2 cases where there was a signifizang difference,
' i [
females had higher scores. There is a little data indiqating that geogr7bhi-

‘éal regi of the country might have some relation to moral judgment scores.

/

» . . .
I hate t offg;d our gracious hosts, but samples from the southern states were -

fower/tha q}her regions of the country. ’Perhaps related to this finding is

//

o~ A

the/ ding/ by Ernsberger (1976) that subjects with conservative religious
/ ; / . ¢

affiliation have lower scores than subj’ :ts with more liberal religious af-

filiation. Political party aifiliation and socio-ecoromic status seem' to
have inconsistent relationships with moral judgment. (For a more extended

discussion of this cross-sectional data, see Rest, lb76b.)
A Y
. l e .
So much for cross-sectional samples relating moral judgment to demo- -

N

graphic variables.

\ Although crgss-sectional data is useful for suggesting many hypotheses,

-

nevertheless lcngitudinal studies answer most directly the question of whether:

. e 4

individuals change over time or whether the age-education trends of the cross-

sectional studies are in large part due to cohort differences. We have a.

L

number of longitudinal stud;es to report. For one, we have longitudinal data

on 55 junior high and senipr high subfjects tested in 1972, '74, and '76. Over

%?ose 4 years- the average/P score increased from 33 to 40 to 44. Aﬁalys of
" variance produced an F-ratio of 20.l1, highly significant. Furthermo:e,a72%1
of the subjects increased on the P score over that time.

’

A much more detaited picture comes from breaking the sample down into

-

03

Insert Table 3 about here '

-

v
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subgroups. ~One subgroup, Group J, contains junior high subjects who were 14

years old when tested in 1972 and 16 years when retested in 1974, Table 3
- -

indicates that between '72 and '74 this group of subjects decreased signifi-

w

cantlyJon Stages 2 and 3 and they increased significancly on Stage &4 and P. ”

In the compariaon between 1974 and '76, subjects had reversed their direction
£

tJ on Stage 4, and were shtfting even more toward P. (In Table 3, the large ar-
rows indicate statistically significant shifts and the smaller arrow indicates
a non-significant trend.) Group S was composed of senior highs in 1972, aged

.17. As the table ghows, in the first period between '72 and '74 subjects

]
¢ -

showed signifieant increases in P; but in the second period, the gronp aver-

L] + .

, ages stayed the.same. A third longitudinal group, Group W, was tested be-
o A I3
tween '74 and '76 and the most ..amatic shift was the decrease in Stage 3.

The trends depicted in this table show that the P index does not completely

i

. pick up all the shifts that are occurring, in particular the shifts frem

-

Stages 2 and 3, to Stage 4. Davison will have more to say about this in

hisipaper. 3 ,

; So far fe have only looked at group averages rather than examining

*

changes in individual subjects. We can look at one subject's scores, say '

1n:1972 and in 1974, and compare each stage score at both testings. In look-

!

! ing at a single individual's stage scores if Stage 4 has increased, and,Scage
2 has 8é&creased, then we classify this subject‘as'showing upward nnvement; if
Stage 4 has inereased, and P has decreased, this is an inseance of downward
movemént. In general a change is calied an upward snift if higher stages are
gaining at the expense of lowex stages; if higher stages are losing for the

. »\\ﬁ\nain of lower stages, this is 2 downward shift. In otLer words the analysis '

5
of individual change is done by looking at th# subject's distribution of re-

sponses. Rather than claiming that cognitiveidevelopmental theorY.requires a

' v
¢

. (-“—.
] % I :

¥a
Y

()
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step by step upward movement, I propose looking for upward shifts in a sub-
ject's distribution of responses (I have recently written a long winded - -
paper giving the rationale for this model “of deveLmeent but can not go into

-

y ,
detail here--see Rest, 1977b.) r
Insért Table 4 about here &=7_

Table &4 shows a summary of individual changé patterns In Group J,

.between 1972 and '74, 52% of the subJects had upward changes and 122 had

The other groups are similarly represented for individual
On the averEEET over a 2 year in-

downqard changes.

. change patterns over the 2 year interval
terval, 53% of the subjects shifted upward and 15% of the subjects shifted

Over a 4 year interval, shown on the bottom of the table, upward
/ o

downward.
on the average 66% of the subjects shifted up-

shifts were more : ronounced:- '
These individual change patterns are similar

wards and 7% shifted duwnwards.
to what Connie Holstein recently reported using‘Kohlberg s test (which is the
R N

-
‘
)

Holstein tasted 52 high school subjects over a 3 year

most comparable study)
period and found that 63% of the subjects shifted upward and 62 shifted down-

-~

If we take the 5 longitudigg; studies all together that have used

wards.
Kohjlberg's test, the longitudinal results using tbe DIT are fairly simiiar to
I '  Tal (Table 5 in- -

. 4

- l;néitudinal results from Kohlberg's test, as Table 5 shows
’ ) /
cludes only those longitgdinal studies which have not chiaaged the scoring

-
' i{
d H
! /!
1
// i

system while sco-ing the data.)

H
, -

Insert Table 5 about here//
/l‘/

.most dramatic changes between 1972 and 1974 were in those subjects leaving
However, between l974,and 1976 the most

A

high school and going to college

-/

N .
In Rest, 1975b, I emphasized the’ benefits of/éoirg to college because the

T e




__..dramatic chanées were in subjects leavdng high school and going to college
ég going to work. Therefore, I have to Egdify what I said in'my 1975 repor=.
Now it appears that the most helpful thing yod'can do for a person's moral‘
judgment isn't necessarily getting them into college, but is just to get them

P en ¢ -
out of high school. At this point it is unclear whethér there has }unm& a

) ‘ . ) - .
shift in just 2 years in the type of pérSOn staying out of college, or whether

the original findings which founiso'much change\associated with going to'qol-

lege were just a fluke. In any case, much more detailed analysis of specific

experiences and how they are linked to changes in mofal thinking is 1ecessary.‘

We will want to know moré specifically what 1t is abOut college’experientes

and work experiences that fostér development and what it is about most adult

experience that seems to stifle further developmert.

In conclusion, both cross-sectional studies and longitudinal.studies
. -~ -

provide evidence of developmental trends in the way people define moral is~-

- »

sues. The'two types of studies along with the teplications provide vali-
dating support for the Defining Issues Test. If we are glven demographic

0 ’
data or as wple of subjects, we have a pretty ggod idea of what their group

¥ . 1
averages Wi‘ll be on the Defining Issues Test. -



Tablel

G;loup Differences on the D.I.T. Indices

e : : - STAGE
Student Group '

/.‘ r
Jupior High -
)

n-éé
Senior High
o\ =40
Coliege

\ =40

\ Grad

N

n=40"

~~.._a) Seminarians

b) Politic
Science a
. Philosophy
Majors
(n=13)

LA

X is the average percentage of ranks (deighced 4 for lst rank, 3 for 2pd rank,

,2 for 3rd;rank, 1 for 4t.h.rank) given to the "issues'; of each- stage,- respectively.

-

One way analysis of variance Between groups on the P score produced an F = 48.5

(F at the .0l level of significance = 3.95). .
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ns and Standard Deviations | . _‘

R R
T “‘ ST ;

| |t |y | Estimated . Range of Most,
nloy Avgraget |+ .., | -Sampie Means. ;

=
@
- -

Juniorhigh ! 1322 !21.9 8.5 --;wzoo-zm

PO | -

29 85 \
Semorhlgh ‘- 1 5‘81 ‘ 7?318, ,35 ! :20 7: 367 | | :.;
qul‘ege-r : 224;79= BLE -loB2 ‘36% 467.; |
orads + ' 1§3§ i5§..3; E 1109 ; '53 3- 60|0i | .;
Adits. 1490 | 1400 0 167 . 366- 500%\? |

. : (
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. . " Table 3 . . ) .
.. Subgroup Stages Changes Over Two Years .
o STAGE CHANGE
Group - Ages n 2 3 4 P
Ja+b ou-i6 oso- ¥ ¥ A A .
U Ja 1618 .71 | - = ¥ A
sa+b 17-19 8- |+ Vv A '

sa . 9-a. B3 [=- 0= = =
W 18-20 .a cff oot t

N

29
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'1"ab le 4

Individual Patterni Changes ~,Witﬁi'n _Subgroups

Two Year lnt_érvél

~

Group "Ages o n Percent Ss  Percent Ss
o , “Moving Up  Moving Down
¥y Yi-16 50 B2 12
a 16 - 18 31 . 53 16
Sath > 17-19 38 s . 66 5
. Sa 19 - 21 23 . -39 ' 39.
W 18 - 20 2 . #8 .. 14
| "Average .  Average < .
up=53% . down=15%
Four Yea rhll nterval
L3 ' . . {
Ja 14-18 3] . 69 .6
. Sa 17-2 23 63 8.,
Average  Average
. 21 ~ up=66% down=7% -

A Y

¥




TABLE 5 ,

ngardcgnd.Downward Movement in

\

and one year

.lowup.

- Kohlbergian Longitudinal Studies -
“ . .
. Percent | Percent | Raglo of
Time interval Age of Number moving moving Up to Down
Study between testings| Subjects | of cases Up . Down movement
3 years high school 24 ) 42 17 2.5to 1
Kramer, 1968 . [
3 years .college 19 21 . 16 1.3¢t01
- . zan
Blatt & Kohlbérg, 1973 1 year*’ 12-13 years 10 20 - 60 1 to3
. ' i N
l - 3 years hiéh school 52 63 6 10.5fto 1
Holstein, 1976 ) .
o 3 years ‘adults 97 29 18 1.6 to 1
1/2 year 5-8 years . 100 44 24 1.8 ¢to 1
Kuhn, *1976 .o o~
1 year 5-8 years 50 64 10 6.4 to 1
_ 1 year 8-17 years| 242 47 ‘n 2.2 to 1
White, 1977 Aa .
2 years ' 8-17 years 86 . 87 8 10.9 to 1
ot .
N Average: 50.2 17.7
. ” e ]
*Experimental “jects, in Study 1; comparison between posttest
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Cognitive and Political Attitude S .

Correlates of the Defining Igsues Test

-

James L.‘Carroll\

3

Arizona State UniQef;ity

-

One facet of construct validation is the examination of correlatiomal"

~ .

' relationshiﬂé of the Defining Issues”Test (DIT) with other‘p;ichological

Mpeasures. As Mischel (1976) and Alston (1971) have pointed*out’, age trends

< '

.do not completely validate a meaSure of moral judgment. :More is fmpliéd -

£

in the cognitive developmental notion of moral judgment than just that

there areiage trends. ﬁxploring sgme'of thosé additio&él implications,

this paper s?mmafizes data f}om about 40 studies on the correlatjons of éhe

'DI& with cognifive dévelopmental measﬁ?es,‘IQ ;;d.academic acgievement measures,

a;d po%}tical aféiiydes. *. ' Lo ' ‘ . ;
One question of majog theoretical interest is whether changeg in moral

judgﬁent reflect changes in a pe:§on'§ éagacifz\for higher’stage thinking.

Merely showing.that people's thinkfng.does change over timé does no; demon-
;trate that their capacity has chaﬁged.dver timg; 1t cbuld be. (as a'lbgical P
possibility) that young children have the cdpacity to think in the highEr
stage; but that they choose not to do ;o; Eross sectional or lonéitudinal

. 'cﬂange on measures of moral judgment might only represeht changes‘infgrefer-

o
=00

ence for certain kinds of thinking rather than increasing cogﬁitive'cagacitz." S

! <

In order to examine cognitive cagécitz, a different kind of measure . .

is requir?d than either the DIT or Kohlberg's test. It is‘for this pur;xSe

that the test of moral comprehension was devised. Y
. . ! [}

Fe
-~

Table 1 about here
A

- 18 -

a8 .
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Table 1 gives an example of, the moral coﬁprehension test devised by Rest.

The subjlect is presented with a paragraph and then below that paragraph atre

.

four statemeﬁts. The subject's task is to eelect from the four statements

the one which best reflects the meaning of the paragraph Note*that the

subject is not asked whether or not he agrees with the paragraph or the state-
\ ments; the subject's job is to decide which statement comes closest in meaﬂing
to the paragraph. It is presumed that those subjects who correctly match

AR the statement with the paragraph understand the concept 111ustrated 1n the

-~

. paragraph. ' Eleven paragraphs are used in the Mcral Comprehension Test, illus-

trating concepts usch as social congract, 1egitimate-authority,'adtonomous

<

thinking based on principle. 6 Comprehension scores range from 11 to O,

depending on the number of correct matches that the subject makes. Moral. -

-
3 -

philosophy and politicar science doctoral students (our "expert" group)

consistently choose the alternatives which are keyed as correct, and other
\ . '

groups of subjects get lower scores.

< -

. Table 2 about here

- “

Table 2 shows the correlations of moralwcomprehension with the DIT.
In all but one comparisbqf the correlations were sighificant. In heterogen-
. / ’ . )
eous groups the correla#ions go into the .60's, but in more homogeneous

groups the correlations are lower. In the sample of 73 9th graders, the -

cofrelation between rhe DIT and codprehension was .50 after age was controlded

.

and IQ, socio-econcmic clasa;“and sex were statistically partralled out.

: /
In the longitudipal study reported by Rest , comprehension increased

significantly just as did the DIT -- as comprehension went up, so 'did the

DIT: " Comprehension scores went from an average of 5.1 to 7.3 between 1972
]

’
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and 1976, £ = 6.8, p < .002. of the subjects who showed upward movement across

DIT testings, -81% also increased in coﬁprehension. In summary, moral compre-

hension -- a test of cognitive capacity -- is fairl:- well related to DIT

‘ -

\
scores.

2

' A second question of interest is how the DIT is related to Kohlberg's

‘test of moral judgment. Since the DIT is derived from Kohlberg's approach

and his characterizations of stages, we would theoretically expect the two
measures to be related. Also it is_of practical interest to know whether
1

the DIT is an equivalent test to Kohlberg's.

>

AN

\ \ '
\\ {Table 3 about here

A\ Fd ~

Table 3 indicates that correlations in several studies ran AS'high as ‘the

.70's. The highest correlations occurred with heterogeneous subject groups.

In more homogeneous groups, the correlations were considerably lower. In

general, the various forms of Kohlberg's test (or tests derived from Kohlberg'so

test) éégm to be related fo the DIT, but not closély enough to regard the

measures as equivalent.’
/

Alozie has done the moFt intensive comparison of the DIT and Kohlberg's-

| - “

test. At first Alozie determined how much difference between the DIT and

z

Kohlberg's test ‘could be attributed to certain design differ;nces in the
tests. For one, the DiT useg a ;omewhat different set of hypothetical
dilemmas than Kohlberg's'test. Both Kohlberg's test and the DIT use the.
familiar Heinz and the drug dilgmma, but the measures match con only half
of the dilemmas. Alozie's findings indicate that the correlations begween
the DIT and‘kohlberg's test weren't much higher for the matching dilemmas
than for the Ailemmas that differ.

- Secondly, Alozie examined the effect of some differences in stage

characterizations. Rest has defined the 6 s ges somewhat differently than

:
24 '
‘
{ 2
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Kohlberg, and therefore'soméuDLT isgms are stage keyed differently than they

would be with;n‘Kohlberg's present system. Accordingly, Alozie wen§1§ve;
DIT items and re&:yéd items to conform more closely with Kohlberg's sﬁage

‘ ' - ' .
definitions. Alozie, however,(fbﬁnd that changing the stage definitionsch

S ‘s .
-some DIT items did not imﬁqpve the correlations with‘Kohlberg's tast, but
o . h. -
in fact lowered the correlations a little bit. e . )

Thirdiy, Alozie checked out the effect of each test using 4 different
kind of index: Kohlberg's test uses stage typing and the morzl maturity
X \ - ! s

$core; the DIT ufes the P score. Alozie-asked if computing similar indices

for both tests would give a higher correlation betweén the tests.

L

Table 4 about here

, -
\? 4//
~ ’

) Table 4 shows how thé various indices correlate. We see that the P index .

for the fo and the moral maturity score frop Kohlberg's mofal judgment
. ; A

intet&iew give the htghest correlation, .75 -- therefore equating the two
tests on type of index used does not improve .the correlation between them.
(It §hould be noted at this;point that Davison's new }ndex was not avaii@ble
at the time of this studf, and we don't know how that compiles as yet.)

Alozie conciuded that these‘désign differences iq the test8~don'tpaccount
for much of the differeﬂce between tﬁem.. Alozie then examined thea;ost strikiné

difference between\the two tests: the tendency for the DIT to score higher

than Kohlberg's test. In fact, because the DIT credits subjects with mich

higher thinking than Kohlberg's test some researchers have doubted ghat.the

D!T could be measuring moral judgment at all. Kohlberg has recently said

that principléd moral thinking does n;t occur until adulthbo&, and even then

it is a rarity. However the DIT,has eved junior high students attributing some

importance to principled thinking, and on the DIT, priﬁc;pled thinking is




-

5bt a rarity at all. ' -

Arozie carefully examined scores from Kohlberg's test and scores from

the DIT for each subject. He found'that on the average, Kohlberg scores were

almost two stages bélow DIT scores (Table 5). For instance, Alozie examined
: &

Kohlberg scores on the subj-zc's responses to the Heinz dilemma. Alozie

- found that subjects did not tend to pick DIT items at the same stage as on

the Kohlberg test, but tended to pick items at stages above.

A
3 IY
Table 5 about here

Alozie fourd that in 77% of the comparisons, subjects chose DIT items that

were at stages higher than the stage scores on the Kohlberg interview.
/

. . [ -4
This discrepancy between the DIT and the Kohlberg test has parallels -

in Piagetian research and in other areas of social cogﬁition? The DIT is

essentially . recognition task whereas Kohlberg's test requires subjects
Lo'rebally produce and justify an answer. - With such a difference in reeponse

mode it is not unusual in cognitive developmental research tc find that the

. recognition task (the DIT) is easier for subjects than the production task

(the Kohlberg test), and to find that the DIT credits subjects with higher

level rhinking earlier than the Kohlberg test.

In couclusion, the DIT and the Kohlberg tests are not interchangeable,

although the correlations betv~2en. thew are consistently positive and.usually

-
&

significant.

¢
The DIT is correlated with other measures ¢f cognitive development which

are not distinctive_.y measures of moral judgment.

<

ey

Table 6 about here

~
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As Table 6 shows, these .elationships are generally positive, but not as

high as the DIT's correlations with measuxes of moral cognition. In addi-

~ .

- tion, there is data on about 50 correlations of the DIT with IQ measures and

measures of academic achievement and grades. Space does not allow detailed

J .
discyssion of these correlations, but they are geaerally positive, signifi-

”
(

caht, and in the .20's and .40's range. Again this is evidence of a rela-

tionship of cognitive capacity with the DIT,»however the megnitude of these

! 1]

correlations with 19, etd; is less than‘tﬁat of the DIT with measures of
. mbral cognitive developuent.

A third question that correlational data can help address is whether

- ° h 4

the DIT is measuring a value-free. purely intellective skill, or whether"
- “

the DIT has anything to do with values. One measure is the "Law and Order"

test, devised by Rest.

A

Table 7 about here

The Lpw and Order test asks subjects to take a stance on current centro-
. .
verslal ssues of public policy. Several studies have reported significant

correlaisons of the Law and Order Test with the DIT (Table 8).

¢ - Table 3 about,heré‘“

i \ ool ‘

N

Of the ten correlatioms, 9 report & significant correlation: the higher the

DIT score, the less tekndency for a suLject to endorse value positions that
attribute alimost liritless power to authorities 9r that value mainterance
of sncial institutions at high costs to individual welfate and freedom. In

Rest's longitudinal study, as DIT scores went up, Law and Ofder scores went

i
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down (t-= 4.2; p < .001). Of subjects who increased on the DIT, "84%. de-
« —~
. creased on Law and Order. - ‘ . . ~.

Correlations of the DIT with other méasures of political atritydes

Al
L

are generally lower and incopsistent. Fér instance, correlations with

measures of Political Efficacy,'PQlici;al Interest, Policical‘Tolerance,
Hogan'§ Survey of Ethical AcciCudes,,Rokeach'sJDogﬁatism, etc. are ingonsiSCenc
an& usually not very large. Table 9 provides an overview and references

for many of these measures. " o

Table 9 about here ',

\

o

‘Other questions regarding the relationship of the DIT to values, atti-

tudes, and behavioral aCCS‘are further discussed in Jacobs and

. .

)

McColgan - ! '

t

29
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Table 1 . . .\'

Sample Comprehension Item-

A}

If Heinz stezls, he is breaking his 'agreements with other members of society.
' In mest countries mean have agreed not to steal because they see that not

stealing is better for each one of them. ‘Heinz himself'would have to admit

that a law against gtealing is a good: “law to have. And so if Heinz wants,

to have laws that he and other people think are good to have, he should

\\\\\jfijf by tham. . . . PRI
¢ f ‘

3
L4

. a.) Men consent to laws because they recognize that in the
Good Fair ' Poor "long run laws benefit each member of society. One's,
obligation to obey the law comes from this recognitipn.

b.) Heinz should not steal because<if he does, people will

Good Fair Poor think he has broken his agreements with them, and they
.\:?uld regard him as untrustworty. /

. ¢.) Once the law is ‘set, no one is right in breaking it. No.

Good Fair Poor - matter what good intentions a person may have, if he

" breaks the law, he's in’ qge wgong i .

d.) Heinz has a duty to qbey thg/law because he helpe¢ to

Good Fair Poor make the law. If he breaks 'his agreements, he wiﬂl be
. . . setting an example that could lead to everyone's Hreaking p
: ) - the law o -

. s

B

\
\ i

Rank the statﬁpents from hest interpretation of the‘paragraph (1), to worst (4).

I
1. , 2. , 3. , 4. /

!
s

30 :
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Table 2
v . ’
Correlifions of DIT wich‘Moral Comprehension
L4
Study . ’ Sample r
L N \
? , , .

Alozie, 1976 91 junior highg and college students .68
i (37 college students only .46)

Reéc, et al., 1974 67 Ss, ages 14 to adulthood .67

R . 160 Ss, junior high to graduate school .62

Ss

- (9ta graders only. n-73\\ .58)

. Coder, 1975 87 adults (age 24 to 49) .49
Rest, 1975 88 Ss, age 17-20° .42

. Masanz, 1975 34 high school girls .37
McColgan, 1975 52 junior high predelinquents and .34

. controls

29 delinquents ¢ - .39

2



“~

-
-
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Table 3 .

’

Correlations of DIT with Koh%bergian Tests of Moral Judgment

Study Sample Measure N .g

Alozie, 1976 Yl Ss, combined gibup Kohlberg's 1972 Issue Scoring .75

(37 college Ss .28)
(52 junior highs 7 l21)
_ Gibbs. & 41 college students Gibbs' scale of principled .70
Fedoruk, 1975 ; " moral thinking '
. .

Regt, et al., 47 students and Kohlberg's 195&§coring System .68
1974 adults N \

Froming & . A
McColgan, 81 adolescent boys & Kohlberg Scoring System .65
1977 163 college Ss ' (recent version)

McColgan, 1975 29 delinquentss Kohlberg's 1972 Issue Scoring .37

. ' t o :

Carroll & Rest, 88 Ss, 18-22 yr old Ss Written and modified version .34
1977 * of Kohlberg's 1972 Scoring

- - System )

55 Ss, 20-24 yrs. ¢ Kohlberg's 1972 Scoring System .41




TABLE 4

Correlations of the Kohlberg Test
with the DIT on Three Indices

14

Kohlberg Test’

. - ) Index
P Mms? ] Stage Typing
L 4 i -
] P |45 ,. a5 .84
L3 4 . .\, . . =
DIT MMS .42 Jd2 .66
oy
‘ Scage' - ‘ .
typing .33 | .61 . .55 '
/ ' ' E

. .
A Moral Maturity Score

From Alozie, 1976




TABLE 5

”

Percent Subjects §coring Higher, Sanme,
or Lower on DIT than on the Kohlberg Test

' : ) Same on, Higher
Higher DIT and on .
Story on DIT Kohlberg Kohlberg
Heinz 6@ 27 9
. Doctor n’ 14 7
,Prisoner 87 . 6 .8
l Total 77 . 16 8
n= 91
From Alozie, 1976 - _ -
1]
- v .
' ~J
. [ ) ’
’
.’
3
if
’
¢ . !
<
] ” i "v -
* '
t




Table 6

- Correlations of DIT .with Other Cogiitive Developmental Measures’

PR . N

z L

>

Study > . -Sample Measure @~ I

. , , . '
' Briskin, 1975 .32 college Ss . Leveling~Sharpening . .49
Meyer, 1975 40 male college Ss Perry's InCelleCCualfﬁ . .45

Ethical Development

Panowitsch, 82 college Ss ‘ Cornell Critical Thinking Test .41
1976 )
Cauble, 1976 " 90 college Ss Piaget's Formal Operations .40
’ “\ Y.
, McColgan, 1975 29 delinquents. Piaget's Golden Rule Task .30
52 predelinquents ) Piaget's Golden Rule Task .31
52 pradelinquents Chandler's Cartoon Role~Taking -:18
Copa, 1975 127 college women , Harvey's Cénceptual Systems 13 N

in hpme-ec. classes




Tablé 7

-~ !
Sample Law & Order Item

Under present laws it is possible for someone to ¢icape punishment on
the grounds off legal technicalities even though the person may have

confessed to g:i}bgfing the crime. Are you in favor of a tougher
policy fdr treating-criminals? i ’

/
!

strongly agree with tougher policx

__mildly agree .
____mixed agreement and disagreeﬁent

C  mildly disagree i ‘ . -
strongly disagree / '

..

. . /
Tf.a person is tgainst a war that his country is engaged inm, is it
right to do things which disrqpc the war effort (like destroying
government records, disrupting government buildings, demonstrating

at army installations etc.)? (Check one)
v

never right ;

sometimes right ) ’
right most of the time .. .

don't know

.

36 .
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Cotrelations of DIT with Law & Order Attitude Test

Table 8

i
L

-

* 7 Study

Sample

Rest, et al., 1974

Rest, 1975

., Coder, 1975

Rest, 1976
Panowitsch, 1975

Masan%, 1975

160 stﬂdﬂnts-g;. high to grad Ss
(73 junior highs

65 students--jr. high to adults
88 'Ss, 16 to 20 yrs.

87 adults

55 Ss, 18 to 22 yrs.

| b4 college Ss

34 high school girls




T . ¥ Table 9 o ‘
. t - ' .
Attitude Correlates of DIT
| . Study and sample Attitude testgégd Variable -Corgelation
Allen & Kickbusch, 1976 ~ Dean -alienation scalé: . T
) . - Powerles§ness 04
410 9th graders - Normlessness .18
~ Social isolation — .06
Political efficacy - .16 '
Political trust . -.03
il Salience (interest in political courses) -.08
Political aspiration .01 .
Coder, 1974 Radical-conservatism scadle .13
58 .adults N
éaliia, 1976 Rokeach dogmatism -.75
10 college science majors ' -
10 college humanities majors Rokeach dogmarism |, -.03
Gutkin & Suls, 1976 Hogan's Survey of Ethical Attitudes -.27
68 college Ss . . -
Morrison, .Toews, & Rest ,Portune's Attitudes Towards. Police -.13
- 1973 Political tolerance -.08
71 junior highs Political efficacy (I) -.13
. Participation .12
“w Political Trust . .07
Political efficacy (II)" .17
' Civic tolerance .10
Political interest . .11
Rokeach Dogmatism . -.28 *
Rest, 1975 ° Political tolerance .21- )
88 high school Ss
. ;.
Rest, Ahlgren & Mackey, 1973 Portune Attitudes Towards Police -.37
61 junior highs Political tolerance g .12
‘ Political efficacy -.17
’ Copo-Polo Scale
- yiew police as helpful .23
- angry feelings towards police 15
. = attribute concern to police -.10
Rest & Feldman, 191? Political efficacy .04
160 students Political activity -.19
* Political positiveness: -.34




' MORAL JUDGMENT INTERVENTION STUDIES  ~

USING THE DEFINING ISSUES TEST"

’,

- : Jeanette A. LaJrence
‘University of Minnesota

| J
€

Intervention studies provide‘information T _ated\to a) the DIT and its

e .

construct validity, b) the nature of moral jufdgment, and c) the design and < ) B
i s . o N
execution of -a develbpmentally informative moral judgment intervention study.

Moral development interventions usually follow one of a few well-used ,‘T\\‘\\\fi

models: moral dflemma discussions, modeling' of higher levgls of moral - L

. 6 e T
reasoning, or stimulation of genetal psychological (including moral) growth

- ‘
i) . \ ’
A +
.

They had traditionally used the Kohlherg interview and scoring techniques to

" index changes in their subjects’' levels of moral thought. Theyfield is 1n .
/ N , . .0t
ne® of new directions for'innovative, theory—related, rtgorous‘research.

e
> . °

What has been aéhieved has not been systematically reviewed prior 'to Lockwood,
(1977) and this present review. Lockwood provided a guch nd‘ded crittﬁue of
interventions in the Values Clatificatipn and Kohlberg traditions. The\ .
present review examines foPrteen‘stpdies khich’use the DIT to index poral
judgment deyelopment folloﬁing deliherate attempts: to raise subjects' levels . .
, of general psychological or moral development. The studies are the work or |

J
" N o ‘l

a varlety oshresearchers with divergent objectiVes and interests. They have , t

varied sample characfetistics and experimental designs : Eighg<of the studies

|
. |
produced significant upward movement on the DIT. This critique of the body . . l
. ‘~ ¢ ) . " -
of research found in the gstudies provides independent support for the ability e
‘of the DIT to measure upward movement id moral thought. The DIT does index o -

-

upward change in moral judgment scores after educational'treatments specifically " "

. f
! 5 . @

degigned to promote development. -




r~ o - 35 -

2 |\

’

Tahle 1 presents a summary overview of the studies; their sample sizes

eviSence of change on the DIT. The studies have been grouped for .convenience

and characteriﬁticsx design and focus, instrumentation aad testing; amd

according to»two criteria; duration, and type of treatment experiengce provided
in the edueational program. These programs were in the areas of social. studies, ..
/ . -
psychologica development or moral development edugation ) .

\ - . - . \ 7
-

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Whilé no blueprintntor the successful moral judgment intervention emerges,

there gre several indicators of what will eontribute to confidence in the.

At .

egberiment'e claim to have facilitated change: - the duratioa, design a

charac:eristid§ of’the‘experimental program. Wa]ker's-study is an example of

the type that might -well be dropped from moral education programs, 1. e , the

brief, ¢ne-lesson treatment. Th~\\§ind oi study assumes that structdrai and .

conceptual change can be produced instantly. Structura’ chanre involves }he .
reorganization of the person's way of thinking about moral issues, and that

pte~ and‘posttee;ings, and for effects of time and stimulus vatiables on the

inteimal processev Jf development w;thin the subjjct. .

Moralgjudgment treatments are not concerned with overt skill acquisi-:
tion, but with changes in the Subject s mode of thinking about moral. issues.
- ¢

1a order to infer that the treatment stfnulated sucnfghaﬁgglthe experimenter
. i . . .
must provide: adequate control zroups, control of extraneous variables within

the treatment group, description and olfservation cf variables assumed to be
?

developmentally critical, some monitoring of the essumed mechanisms of struc- .

tural change; and developmentally appropriate—gesting.
» i

. i

L d 4 [ N
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While all the experimenters claimed some sort of developmratal signifi-
cance for their studies, tﬁo did not use control groups at all (Rest, Algren,
Mackey, 1972; and Erickson, et. al., 1975), and oae only minimally (Sprinthall '

<« -
and Bernier, 1977). Several used levels of control (Hurt, 1975, Panowitsch,

11975, Whiteley 1976), and ofgers alternative moral treatments (Coder, 1975,

Piwko, 1975, ‘iegal, 1974). .
Studies varied in the degree of control exercised over treatment variables
and their relation to developmental or skill-related dependent variables. The
reports of multitreatment studies‘ﬁake it difficult to know Which of the
nﬁmérous treatment factors actually i{ufluenced development. They ranged widely
isross\gfch things as: teaching moral development theory, jouénal-keeping,
empathy £raining, residential and community experieﬁce,.;nd often secemed to te
thrown in as a pot pourri. Erickson et. al., Hurt,'and Spfinthall and Bernier
tried to monitor the effects of one,skill,"i.e., empathy training. Inclusion
of auxiliary testing 1s an advance to;;rds identification of effe;tive moral
judgment treatment variables.
Added tc sampling‘aqd control constraints on the experimenter's claims,
afé\st;tistic§} analysesiéﬁdrﬁeéting'problems. without randoﬁization, the
,//— ’ -
studies were dependent on pre~ and posttest comparisons between experimental
and cogtrol groups for some kind of equaiization. Kickbusch (1976) and
Siegal (1974) used analysis of covariance, with the pretest as the covariate,
while the others mostly compared gropps on pretest measures. Only Qoder;
1975, Morrison, Toews and R;st, 1972Paad Panowitsch, 1975 compa}ed egperi—

mental and control groups on pcsttests. This omission of data in the other

reports implies results wera repor:ed selectively. As well as indicating

b4

4i




' - 37 -

.

the need for the kinq of empirical riger which deals with these issues, the
grcup of studies give clear indication of the need for théoretical direction
'for intérvention studies. | i :
The illustrative study, Panowitséﬂ‘g, shows how attention to theoreti&al
concepts of "moral" and "judgmental'! -- ‘can be operatigpalized, and can coﬁ~ ’ .
pleée the cyclical relationshi . betweeg theoretical.con epts, theoretically
Jesigned interventions, and t1 retically valid instrument, i.e., the DIT '
whose construct validity is supported by the independent studies. Panowitsch'
illustratés the value of a moral judgment interventign using moral orient;tion
and judgmental problem-solviag. The DIT and Cormell Critical Thinking Test
(CCIT) were given tQ 4 types of college classes-~Ethics, Logic, ‘Horld Religioﬁ,
and Art (the latter two acting as controls), One specific aim '7as to test the
sénsitivity of the DIT in differgntiating gains in moral critical thinking (in
the Ethlcs Groups), from gengral critiegl £hin£i:g (in the Logic Groups), aud
general values content (in the World Religion and Art Groupsz; It wis\expected
that if the DIT fested only conceptual change, the echics and logic groups w;uld
not differ in their posttest gains on the two instruments. If the DIT were
simply a test of general values orientz®i.n, then the echiés and the world
religion groups would not differ on the DIT. But if the DIT we;e ; sgnsitive
tes' of moral judgment, then the Fthics groups would show significantly higher
gains than the other tworgéoups. i 0

The Ethics classes' treatment also provided opportunity to examine the

contert of a moral judgment intervention that used'a treatment built‘on the

co?iggﬁffg;; moral judgment-making involves solving moral problems ‘in relation
oth tc their content, ani :he problem-solver's judgmental processes. The
Ethics courses l. . two components addressing this idea: a) reading and

-~

v
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understanding the thought of moral philosoﬁhers, e.g., Kant, Neitzsche, and

™
b) the application of methods of moral problem-solving to contemporary issues,

~

e.g., suicide, abortion, civil disobedience. Thus students were given experi-

ence 1n studying moral concepts. and in making their own moral judgments.* In

contrast, the Logic students were given training in formalxlogical“ L
problem—solving. World'religion and Art students had expetience with broad
values issues. .

Results confirmed hypotheses of the interrelationship between moral

udgment theory, the ethics course, and the DIT, P. index. The combiued

ethics groups showed significant gains on the DIT from pre- to posttest
Eﬂ7é) = 3.21 p <.002, while the logic and world religion and art classes
showed no significant gains. Logic groups ;howed the only significant gain;
on the. CCTT over the same length of time t(22) = 2.19, p <.040. The logic
and ethics groups did not diifer on the DIT pretest but were significantly ’ ’
différeng on the posttest t = 2.16, p <.034, (see Figure 1). 'Comparisons by ’
the Scheffe test showed that the Religio. and Art classes differed from the
Ethics and Logic classes, but did not differ significantly f{rom each other

\
(p <.05).

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE )

Panowitsch gave a five ronths follow-up test on the DIT to the students

[

taking the Ethics and Logic courses in the spring quarter. Figuré 2 shows the

data results for these Subgamples.

FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE -
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The changes for thése Ethics subJects were sigﬂiflcant for both pre- to
posttest (2 <, 003), and{pretest to follow-up (P/z 015) From posttest to
follow-up they did not thange 31gnificantly (p/<.870) but showed retention,
consistent with theory.{ The logic subJect s%owed no ;1gnificant gains from )
pre- to posttest, or frcm either pretest/or posttest to follow-up. .This study
iliustrates the value/pf: a) designing a moral education program in acc#rd

/ . .
with the theoreticyi concepts of moral and judgmental components of moral
thought: b) thelyéT as a useful index of .moral judgment for edueltional

interventions/ﬂs the use of a large sample, i.e., 152 students and d) the '

/ [
'

addition of foll~- .. resting in a developmentally oriented study.

In thet Panowitscl:'s subjects were not assigned to treatments randomly,
but were in self-selected iqtact classes, there is‘a possible confoundingvof
student inteteSt and course content. To control for possible differential
selection effects, spring Ethies and Logic classes completed questionnaires
asking students for their reasons for selecting either the ethics or the
logic course. Reasons given for selecting the two courses were, sﬁnilar, and
thie was supported by the absence of pretest differences between thé ¥wo
groups on the DIT and CCTT: ‘ : .

* Apart from concerns for rigor aand econcmical, efficacious and appropri*te
use of program resources, two importaut questions are raised by such a review
as this: 'What causes an experimenter to adott a developmental berspective
for his study?!" And, '"Why choose toral judgment deve;npment as the dependent

variable?"

Wwhy adopt a development perspective?

Invariably moral and.psychological education programs are claimed to

\ .
have developmental significance. Yet it seems that experimenters do not weigh

N ‘1‘i
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the ;alues and costs of addpting a developmental framework for their programs.
An obvious‘;dvantage is the purchase of contextual meaning for the results,
both i  -lation to'the subjeét's life-span, and in plugging into a body‘of
research on developmental trends. It is easy to tread the well-worn pathway,
gain contextual meaning, and‘fail to identif§ developmentally influential
variables. Thus unmonitored treatments, or‘those invoking unexplained
mechanisms, may pfoliferat; reports, but ‘zhey do not adva;ce knowledge of
moral judgment developmeﬁf. .

Yet there are costs to exchanging isolated interpretati n for the fellow~
ship of-:h%-developmentally oriented. There are some major problems inherent
iﬂldevelogmental research. For instance, how can gain scores ca a particular
index be iﬁterpreted in terms of actual growth in moral reasoning? Tﬁere is
no firm grouﬁd for assuming that scores on our rather crude meéﬁ‘fes sensi~

tively mirror changes in subject's mental operatiors. Mark Dzvison's (1977)

paéer addresses the problems and possibilities of indexing moral judgment

scores, éhd sr.e Rest (197;b).' o .

+ Even if moral judgment levels could be accurately diagnosed and meaSuréd,
interpretation problems are compounded by situational, personal, amd intef--
active effects, and the test-taking factots that can intrude between the per-
son's -moral reasoning and test scores. Change scores may simply reflect either
the subject's increased understanding of the test task, or good feelings about

the experience. Paradoxes abound in the test-taking <omplexities of such

distinctions as competence and performancg;, structure and content; and

hypothetical test and real-lifgfmoral P obiems.

¥




‘DIT's ease of administration and analysis. It can be givén as a paper and

" dependent variables. Yet it seems there ought to'be a rationale for using a

<

Why moral;ju@gment as the,dependent wvariable? s

. . . N Iy

4 $
-+ If the developmental perspective is suitable, or:chosen, for the study,

why moral judgment development? Some of the enthusiasm may be due to the
. -

penci} test in a group situation, and is computer analyzed. Another factor is
the scarcity of devefcpmental measures. The DPE model tries to build-up a

composite picture.of general conceptual g&owth, and includes the DIT in the

measure which is specifically "moral" and "judgmental" in content. R¢S¥lts

show that the DIT indexes a particular sort of change in general psychological -
. % N a
development programs, and furthermore, corralational studies comparing it with '

other developmental measures may confirm that it is as useful as some cogniti;e

and ego\deve%gpment indexes of general conceptypal change. But its purpose is

Y

to index onc'particulai aspect of human thought.and morality: the moral judg-

ment. Panowitsch's’study shows its abiljty to-do this.
This review has shown the relative uncertainty with which moral educators

can base their ﬁrogramming on research. Lockwood's review of Kohlbergian

¢

studies (1977) also questlons the'scrength'of furrent models ¢i moral develop-
. N

ment. interventions. Both the Siegal and the Coder results raise serious ques-
tions about the dilemma-cum-discussion method for moral equcatioh programs.
Coder's lecture treatment was as effeqtive as the standafd'Kohlbergian approach.

Siegal's adaptation of. the discussion method was no more successful than the

attempt 20 influence upward movemépt.by developing subjects’' moral reasoning
. - f s . .

skills. Little-is known about effective environmental variables, especially

’

in multi~treatment studies. Stidl less is known about organismic'processes of

change. There 1is need for more experimental'investigation of the twin con-

cepts of moral criteria and judgmental skills. =~

-
E
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Directions for further research

How can moral judgment intervention studies be made more developmentally
. N
informative? Apart from adherence te sampling, control and testing standards,

objectives need to be made explicit in relation to moral.judgment theory, and
more accurate.diagnostic measures need to be deviséd. If the DIT is us-d, it
should be for its theoretical assumptions, and their suitability to the in%:—
pendent variables. In-put variables believed to be deQeIOpmentaily influen-

tial need to be monitored and measured: a) intraexperimen;ally, b) in‘relatioq

-

to the developmenpal dependent variables, and c) for cumulative, generalizable,
+ and continuing, i.e., developmental, outcomes over timé, in follow-up tests.

If listening skills, discussion par;icipaﬁion, or log-keeping are®assumed to

stimulate growth, :;;H‘the experimenter needs to report. for example, how

-~ 3 -
much a subject took part in discussion, and how his performance correlates
with DIT scores, and how it compares with that of the non-participant. This

is one way of linking critical varlables to developmental outcomes.

Finally the study should be placed within a research program of replica-

Iy

“tion and refinement. A numbef of the studies reported here were either dis-

)

sertation studies or thz experimenter's first attempt at operationalizing some
p 24

hunches; or a particular prqgéam. This factor in itself places certain con-

. o
ptraints on what can be achieved. In the first run, the experimenter oftea

&

hag'limitgd control over developmental variables, curriculum materials,
teacher ;(aining or the ;ometimes strange climate of the classroom, as well as
experimental and uesign factors. The first attempt should not ordinarily be
expected to va}idgte procedures for theoretic;{ presuppositions, but rafher,

to link present research to past findirgs, and*to identify variables of

developmental interest.
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Placed within an ongoing program, the findings of the study can feed back
into the ne#t wave of research. Transition studies should be used to sort otit
. . .
effective variables from."mult;-treatment ipterferénce" (Bracht and Glass
1968). In summary three Specific suggestions emerge from this review: g:ter-
ventigﬁb'should be tailored to fi; moral judgment theoreticgl concepts,’the

:mpaSurement instrument should be a good fit for the treatment, and future \\\

a N
research should be focused onimoral and 1udgmental aspecti of moral judgment

programs. «




. : * TABLE I. OVERVIEW OF INTERVENTION STUDIES, USING THE DIT. B *
. £
. o . i * .
~Stugy Samnle Type of Intervention . o Duration Des. 2n ' Change on DIT Chgracteriscics
SHORT- FERM STURY: :
Y i
l.\‘wulkcr, 8th grade narrative modeling of prao, con one-lesson 3 exp. groups Es: no change assumes lmmediate, easy
NS N=20 reasoning (+1), (-1), own stage treatment {(+1), (-1), (0) change and stage typing
. ) \ .
SOCTAL STUDIES PROGRAMS:
"2, Mpla. Jr. high soc. studies instructional unit 12 weeks “exp. groups E: ap change on P, atfitude change study, with
Police Re- N=61 to change attitudes to police no control decrease in use of developmental measure,
port, 14972 . St.2, t=-2.17, p<.05 no control Broup
f ____________ [ i y 4
3. thrrison, Jr. high "Youth, Law and Morallcy"- 4 mouths :ﬂ;i\txp.'group Ea: no change multivariable trestment \\\\_r
Toews, Rest, N=103 Prograw: wociel & E;vlca studies, . tontrol groups Cs: no change use of follow-up, test
1975 to develop woral reasoning H (follow-up test
L _ R ' aix wecks)
PSYCIIGLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS: ~ ‘ ' o
4. Erickson, Jr. high DPE Curriculuwm for perponal de- scmester exp. group, E: t (19) = 2,27, auxiliary empathy scale
Colby, Libbey, N=Z0 velopment, within school classes no conhtrol p. < .02 ) taught Kohlverg stages
{.ohwan, 1975 {no control group) . -
5. Hue, Coblege counselling, cmpathy training, quartet exp. group, (B) E: E}l&)-l.94, n;f637, treatwents randowmly assigned
1975 N-54 in cducarional psychology i sctive con. (Cl) Cl: c¢(18) = 1.80, to intuct groups, aux.tcsting,
courge inactive con(C2) 953045, C2: NS 13 inconsistents in E. group
6. Spriathall tu-service intensive workshop in pergonal, 6 ULck; @xp. group E: t(17)=2.91, p<.01 taught theor}. skill ind-x
Beinter, teachers professional development, plus workshop, ! ’ aux. testing, cowparison
1977 PooN=18 dewinar while teaching + qrter. group to relarion to E
7. Bultaun; St.high "Jumanfties Outreach Course™: sewester 3 exp. groups,~ Comb.E: £(53) = 2.01, multivariate ﬁ;ghtment, .
1974 N=84 comnunity eaperiences, in 3 schools, p -05; Weat.E: t(11)» transfexv.to DIT L,V
e sewlnar ® 1 contro} 1.83, p<.046 *
. S o _ _C: wno chuage
. 8. Klckbusch, 9l grade "Confluent Education' for Inte- 8 moaths exp. groups (E} E: no change ?ultiplicity of treatoent
Allen,” 1976 N-117 gration of uffective, cognitive with sewest. Control (Cl) Cl: no change variables and testiug,
aspects of curriculum ceach’ng in moral Control (C2) C2: no change inconsistency norm on DIT

style, unit on woralicy

educ, unit

»
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A “ .
- N . )
Study Saumple Type of TIntervention Duration 4 Degign Change on DIT Characteristics
Y. Sterra College Resldentfal, cownunity livieg 8 months, exp. group, E: £(34)=2.37, p3i.024, wulciple experiences, course
Projeer, freshacn progran to integrate formal and with moral placebo con(Cl) _Cli g(26) = 1.6, wodulé on moral dev. theory.
Witcley, T N-77 inforwal education educution control (C2) pe<.12(ns), Ran ass. of volunteers to E,
Nelsgn, 1976 \Courses €2: no change and .Cl, ran sample C2
MCRAL EDUHCATEON PROGRAMS: - . .
10,  Proth, College “WYalues Course": to lateprated semester exp._(and E; no change precest (1/2 DI1T), pusttest
1974 N-42 7 personal values and behavior control groups ¢; no change (whole), new progrdu
________________________ i . - - - - e e
11,  bStegat, 8th, 9ch Tiedatments: 1. Kohlberg, semuster 3 exp. groups, E: wo change large scale, confounding of °
1914 10th grade” 11. Meux, IIL. Aver, 1 control C; no change * treatments, waterlale, an
N-358 " IV. Inquiry/control ~ teacher gralniay
e o e s s e e e e —————— et e -— v e e o e e e o B e e i 4 T e i 2 e
12., Plwko, College “Moral Develenuwent Workshop': quarter ext. yroups, E:F(1,33)=6.89,p<.05, course focused on exzlora-
1975 freshmen moral values, commitment, .2 controla <+ Cs: no change tion of woral issues
. . H~3o* Human develoPaeut course (C1)
no Creatuent (c2) ! ’
1Y Goder, adults: A. Dilensua aad discussdon, 6 weeks, .2 exp. groups, (A+8) dlffers from C on discussion lecture, (nut odg-
1975 Jurch B. letture, no dlscus:lon (x 2 hrs.) (A and B) Posttest:F=5.09,p<. 005 nificantly diiferent) delay
Wewers C. Other semlnars : 1 Control (C) N3 Jdiffd. Letween A & B 10 return of pesticedts
_______________________ W87 . - ——— —————m - e e
: HIUSIALLVE STUNY:
14, luoowitsdh, Colleye Ethle class, yuarter + Z exp. groups, Corb. E; pre-post DIT large sauwple, ,
197> K-152 L: Logle clasy, . 5 wonthe 2 controls £(72)=3.21, p<.002, levels of contrul, use o
. World religtons oclass (C1) follow-up (follow-up Comb. L: pre-post CCIT, follow-up, operatlonutized
Art class (C2) for 2 . 8 months) £(22) = -2.91, ps.040, "aoral®, "judgmental" coatent,
comparison of woral judgement, sub-uamnles Coutrols NS, intact classes.
, crittcal thinkieg, and general E va L3 pru-NS, .post-
values Lreatmeats t o= 2.6, p < 0%
. E: post- to foilow-up,
- ' Nns. . .
Lt e i =" - T eSS esommsesSss smmommoomTeE e daain 3
' .
?
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PRISONER'S DILEMMA GAME
M. KATHRYNE JACOBS

Medical College of Ohio. Toledo

So=a gsychologist are sksptical abqut/ihe strength of the relatiomship
be<waea —oral juégment ;na beﬁéQior. Mischel & Mischel (1976) for
“inscacce. 2z2phasize the distinction between~}ine words ;nd good deeds.

.Thay ramiad u o , "History is replete with atrocities that were justified
o7 iﬁvoi&ﬁg ttie highest principles..."‘ (pa-e 107), and that the central
question in moral development and behavior veseatch remains: Do moral
jucgment scores merely reflect subjects' ability to in&en: lofty

ratiorali~arions or does moial judgmentr represent the way subjects

gezarall- perceive social moral situations and define the appropriatz zction?

‘0The:e ha;e Saen 3 number of studies showing a modest positive association
setweea =oral judgment'and behavior, (Grim, Kohlberg & ngte, 1968; Eazaa,
1875; MiZgram, 1963; Saltzstein, Diamond & Belen?y, 1972; Schwartz, Teliman,
Brcwn‘& gsizzartner, 196%). While demonstréting a correspondence betwesn '
i4igzent and tehavior, the research has not clarified the nature of =zha:

relationship, particularly how behavior rclates to cognitive structura 2t

d-.ZZeranz lavels of moral reasoning. (Kohl»arg, 1971)

i
[™
3}
j
[}
|
[t4]

Rechoaa ‘1972, and Rothman, 1976) investigated the behavior of young

subiacts prasentad with conflicting arguments at both one stige above and
L

Selbw rha’'v own stage of reasoning. Re:soaingz +1 was shcwn to influenca the

/

hazavizr of subjects at stagz2 4. This finding is an important elaborzzion of

1
-

222 Tasearch demonstracing rielerence for hypcchetical reasoning a stazz above

-

=2 ,zzze (Rast, 1973, Resc, Turiel & Kohlber,, 1969). Howaver in tze
tzzzitizz whare suybjects were rresented with 2z behav orzal cheica v thcu:

.I72TIive reasoning scatexments, no difference in behavior was found s2:vveen
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s-zge 3 and 4 subjects (Rothman, 1976). Ro'hman (1973) suggests that in the
a-sence of a verbally presented stage-relater. racionale it was the situaticn

izsell that influenced thjects' behavior.

‘

. .o

LN *

T-2 present research investigates the effect of reasoning on behaviaor by

v
A

examining the interaction of level of moral reasoning and the nature of
t=a situatioa. The situation was specifically designed to relate to structural

-
diiferences between conventional aad primncipled levels of moral reasoning

ﬁ .

ard was presen .u identically to all subjects. It was hypothesized
tat subZacts would construe the situation ia a manner coansistent with their
oz cogunitive developmental level and that predictable differances would

ecarge in behavior, decision-waxing and affect.

A corntractual varization of Riisoner's Dilemma provided the expericeatal
sizuation. Prisoner's Dilemme is a simulaticn gar 2 widely used in the, study
o conflizc resolution. Subijects play a given aumber of trials in an elfoct
tz accumulate points having a Qonetary value. fhey may either compate or

cccperata. Coopera-ion insures zodast mutual gains while competition provides
ac opporzunity for doubled profits and also the risk.of double loss. The
gz=e raeraiore presents a strategic intarpersonal conflict situation. Ia

. - M ] . ’ -
tha centractual variation of Prisoner’s. Dilemma that conflict is resolved
bv a sromise betweea subjects to cooperate (Rapapert, 1965).
Iz orzer %o illiciz =moral reasoumizgz, aad the behavior th:t relates to iz, it

: necessary to create intrapersonal czonflict, a moral dilemma. That

%23 2ccozplishea ip tle present study by iatroducing a promise-prezk.nrs




partna2r, forcing the subject to choose betw=en keeping her promise,

(cooperaczing and sustaining double losses), and breaking her promise,

(ccmpatizg to ninimize losses); a situation that has no obvious solution

in terms of domipant cultural standards (Rohlberg l9fl). Conventional subjects ".

wera a2xpectad to break the promis- while principled Subjecis were expeE:ed to

4

xeap if Zor the following reasor

Conventional Level: While stage 3 and 4 reasoning recognizes the
izportanze of keeping one's word, such behavior is based onra commitment
to reo_e obligation as.defined by society, e.g. being a cooperative game
partger Or a compliant experimental subject. Faced with a promise-
orz2aking vartmer, stage 3 subjects were expected to try and minimize
thair losses dand to rationalize this behavior as being 'nmatural', particularly
ia a situation’'where the partner was being 'rot nice'. Stage 4 subjects were
expec:ad .to break their promise for similar reasons and in addition perhaps
t3 puzish the promise-~breaker. \

=cipled Lavel: Stage 5 subjects. were expected to keep the promise
253 of losses, because for them free agreement and contract is th
element of obligation outside of the legal realm. The Golden Rule
rezzed to guide the pehavior of stage 6 "subjects. .In addition, the
to behave cooperatively reflects the stage 6 valuing of human
exds and not means#
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s33@s3l.< roral reasoning: The Defining Issues Test (DIT) purports to Se a
—2asvra 2f 3 gneral moral problem~-solving strategy It does not collect post-hoc
“iustificztions as Kolberg's measure doas, but rather Eorces subjects to analyze,
evaiuszé andé select the issues of a moral dilerma they regard as wost salient for
cezaviosr. While tha DIT has been criticized as a recognition task, yielding

an :ve:es:i:aciog of reasoning,capaC‘Ez and thereby weag}y related to be-

2st (1974b) prcposes that the abilicy to recognize the central

Zzsues ¢f a3 dilemma 1s a crucial aspect of decision makiang and thereby

5ITInzlv ralatad to behavior. I was partly %o test this hypothesis that

i2 217 25 cZhisen to assess lavel of moral cezsoning i1a this study.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



METHOD

Subjects. 127 adult women, ranging‘in age from 20 to 55, who volunteerad

-
for a study of 'decisicu‘making patterns' were administered the DIT. 60 women

\

w~ho met the selection critpria (Rest, 1974a) were offered $2.00 for participating

in the experiment. Partjcipants wgre classified as conventional if tlreir:P%<50
s :
and if thev chose stage 3 apd oning predominantly. Assignment to thne

priccipled group was dependent on a P%250 and predominance of stage 5 aad 6

reasoning. Only females were use” in order to avoid confounding by seax,

either of axperimenter or confederate.

Confadar :. Two women, age 25 and 31 respactively, wers randomly ascigned

to act as partners for the subjaccs.

Desizn. A 2 x 3 randomized block sesign was used. Principled and convantional
v S

wozen wera randomly assigned to ona of three conditions created to produce
varying levels of morzl dilemma. The Cooperative condition represented a
concrok ia that subjects were not expetted to experience 3 dilemma unless
“heir partners broke the promise. The partaers iﬁ this condition keep the
promise aad remained cooperative throughout the experimencal procedure.

In the Partial Defect condition the subject's partnertbroke herlpromise
502 of the time. In the Defect conditicn, tle partner broke ner promise

H
on every t-ial. The dependent variable was the number of trials on whizh

the subjacc cooperated after promisiag to do so. In addition, the subiaccs’

conflict and source of conflict wara

s




Procecdure. After taking the DIT and accepting an invitation to participate

ir the experimental aspect of the study, subjects mets individually with the

4

exerinenter and another woman whom they believed &3 be their parctner.

The subject and her partner, separated by a screen which obscured their
- -

viév ¢f one another, éac side ny side at a table oppégice the expefimencer.
Tha rules o{ Pfisoner's Dilemma were explained (Rapaport, 1965) and the
women were instructed to signiéx their 'moves' by raising either their
rigat or left hand on each Frialz The righc hand signified qéoperation, the
lelt c:mp;cicion. After each trial the women recorded their payoff p;incs

-

which were worth a penny apiece.

Afzar 20 Crialsiuduring which the partner cooperated 50%:of the time according

.
Lo 2 gre-set randomized by equal pdttern, a break ‘was called. The experimenter

ielt tie riom in order to allow the women to discuss the game and make strategy

decisions. The partner then proposed a strategy of mutual cooperation, i.e.,

¥$3 the right hand on each ‘trial. When an unambiguous agreement was reached

tha experimenter reCurﬁEd and the jame resumed, with no further communicxztion
Sec-weex the women. The‘partner was unaware of either.che'méral judémenc level
or the ccmdition to which the/subjacc had been assigned. In addition tq &he
9C Ss wncse data are reported, three principled and two conventional women

v

relusad to promise. .

Tnzte werz four sets of 20 trials or a total cf 80 experimental trials.
. ”,
AZZ2r 3 crials, the experimenter reported pavoffs as if the partner was -
: ; P:
2izZer zca2zinuing to cooperate, dr2aking the promise half the tiza or defectiag
=2 cromisa completely. The confederate was not acrually playing. Subjects

122r iznorazt of 20w maany pri:ls were in the game to avoig the copcrtunity

1
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o L. -
Afcer the first, second and third sets of tridls, women responded to the brief
s .

.~ Srtata Anxiety form of the State-T:;it Anxiety Inventory (STAI) designed by

Szielburger (1970). Following the game they compleged the full Trait iaxiety

izventory. The Trait inventory was administered after the experiment in

ocier ro avoid éﬁ anxiety preset (Spielburger, 1570).

Sudjects thean fesponded to the rollowing questions on a five point scala
rangiag from "'none” to "a great deal'.

1. Wnhen you and your partner agreed to cooperace, hnow committed
did you feél to that agreement?

2. During the experiment, how much ccauflict 'id you feel about
keeping the agreement? -

3. How much of that conflict was due to your partuner's behavior’

4, How much of that conflict was due to a desire to earn the
largest payoff?

5. During the last five trials, how committed did you feel to sour
original cooperative zgreement?

The quastion of obvious interest, "Hew# much ccuflict was due to a desira to keep

- .
sty

vois ‘word?” was omitted for fear of introducing experimerter expectaticms or

2roduciag guilt in promise-breakinz women. (

Lica

orz=al data gathering,the full nature of the experiment was explained

"
tn

’

£o eacl woman in an interview lasting 10-30 minutes depending on her neads
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Promise Keeping Behavior. The 20 trialg prior to the promise provided a base linme .

of daca ¢n which to compare che groups of women. Both conventional and principled

women were equally cooperative during these trials. Their mean aumber of cocpera-

tive responsesrpresented in table 1, was 10, or 50% of the trials, remarkably

v
L d

similar to the pre-arranged game played by the partner. Ii appears that in a

game situation, principied women are no ;ote cooperative by nature then convantional

wvomen. Following the promise, héwever, the uature.of the situation changed to be-

corme ane¥wich mo;hl implications. In the Cooperative condition with the promise- |

ke§p12¢ sartner, hoth principled and cenveational women consistently kept ghéit
. promise. The néan number of cooperative responses for both groups’in this ccn- |

dition was 80 or 100%Z. No convention.l or principled woman spontaneously broke

the promise if their partner did not. It is evident, therefore, that the nrromise was

?

suificiently clear, meanimgful and binding to have a significanc effect on the

ccoperative behavior of both conventional and principled women.

e

VOf graatast concern is the behavior of women in the experimental conditions;

l
those women who agreed with the partner to cooperate and whose partner subse-
quently broke that promise. Tuaeir behavior was an;lyzed wirh a’tepeaced measures )
analvsis of varlance which yi§lded four significant main affects. Most grati-
fving, tzera was a‘éigniﬁicanc affect for level of moral judgmeut. Principled

wo=an, ragardless of their partner's behavior, kept their promise more. often than

‘coaveational women, F (1,50) = 31.71, p <.00l. The major theoretical hypothesis

c? tzis study was therefore supported: Principled women's behavior was bound Sy !

- » * |
a frazlv given agreement a¢en iIn the face of a contract-breaking partanar and

=c=2tirT 10S8S. Ihne cochon sacse hypothesis thatf/all women would be less

~A
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"y

--mise-x2aping if their partners broke the promise, was supported . }

9]

5= the main effect for partmer's behavior, F (2,50)=137.87, p<.C0l. Post- i
2c: a=alTsis of the moral judgment X partner's behavior interaction, F (2,50)=19.2,

: : |
2<.002 izdicates that while the partner's promise-breaking affected all . |

w-—an's =eshavior, it tended to iafluence conventional women more. Conventional .

’

3

+czTen wers more likely to métch their behavior to that of their partmers. The '|
i=zarzdtion of'moral 5udgment level with trials, F (3,5)?2.82; ps.05, suggests
r-at cve- the course of the ‘experiment, principled and conventiional women
iispiayed different patterns of cooperative rasponses, a kact which will be’ >

o ’
discusses {n the following paragraphs.

f .- y ‘

i~—~ie=v. The means and standard deviations of anxiety scores are presented
- ¢

i~ Tadle 2. Data were treated with a repeated measures analysis of variance.
T-ar. we=2 40 diZferences in Trait anxiety between principled and coaventional
o % :

w=men. This lack of'difference between the groups provides. a control for the

iy

scssisla contenticn that principlec subjects are more thin-skinned, compliant,

srezicalily moral people. The beha. oral diiferences between principled and

occo=ventiznal subjects theYefore cannot be explained altermatively, L.e. that

pTiaciplad sutjects are more cooperative because they are move anxicus people

w=o cdare not offend anyone. ) ‘ o

-3t2 arziety was laovestigatad prim;rily to see Lif the experimentally produced

»

2isa 2ad a real effect on the subject’s feelings. It did. Women ia the

¥

Z-zperazive condition experianced low levels of anxiety while women whose’
=z=tzars broka the promise were significantly more amxinus, F (2,50)=23.57, p<.001.
"=:3 23722t was a2qually true of Soth conventional and principled women indicating

. - . ) 3 . 2 . 4 »
2= 217 women whose partners oroke the prozise experienced the sitzation as a

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Similar to the results found for cooperétive behavior, there was a significant

interaction-of moral judgment ievel and State anxiety administration at the .05

.

level. %whaile thls effect was not very. strong and the tfiple interactioz in

- ~

both cases was nod-significant an examination of the means for both pro=isas-

- » ~

keeping bahavior and anxiety leads to some interesting speculations. It appears
that waila conventional women were highly anxious during the first set of trials,

their anxiety subsequently decreasad as their promise~keeping decreased. -

Y
Contrariwise, principled women tended to become more anxious towards the aiddle

v

of the experihent when their promise-keeping was at i.'s lowest level. In

. & ‘ .
later trials principled women increased their cooperative, promise-keeping -

behavior at which time their anxiety decreased. Nine of the twenty priccipled

*

"women with ¢Efecting pérfhers demomstrate this par;icular response Lattarm

drgm&tically. These behavior/anxiety pattetns may be interpreted as decision

making pattarmns involving cogritive dissonance. Both women, upod discovering

their partners had broken the promise, experienced a dilemma. 'Both expafienced

b heightened aaxiety and several trials of indecision." Conventional wozen cculd
provice thensdlves v*rh no good reason for keeping the promise .once their
partner tad broken it. They  therefore adopted the most reasonable and chrifty

‘stratsgy, ccopetition. Havingsresclved the dilemma theirganxiety droprad

somewha: Su= not dramatically since they were concerned with the loss oI money.

Priacizled women on the -other hand who imitially broke their promise in ~esponse
. - -~ 2

to their partuer's behavior found themselves behaving incongruently wit2
stheir priaciples. The cognlitive dissonance this produced would account for the
heighzared anxiety. Once they returned to promise~kzeping and consistet=t cooperative

benavicr, behavior and principles were again congruent and anxiety allaviated.

While =h2 cdata is merely suggestive at this point the idea could be furzaer investi-

gatad >y 2:tand®ag the aumber of Prisoner's Dilemma trials and increasiz=z the anumber

These speculations are

PAruiText provided by ERIC
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Co—=itmert and Conflict. Respoases to the questionnaire ihdicatgd thdt both

oriacipled and conventionzl women felt ‘equally committed when they promised
' 3

-
-

N |

p .t

tooperate. 'Likewise both groups of women whose partners defected

fel: less cormitted to the promise by the end of the experiment,

vy

3cwever a sigaificant effect fox moral,}e;;%ning, F (1,50)=12.79, p<.005

iriicated thar, reagardless of thair partmer's behavior and comsisteat with their

"2,50)=13.6, p<.00l. This was particularly true in the 5ef¢¢f condition.

oW

diz

>

v

behavior, principled women remained more committed to their promise than

€y

3

. .

conventional women. .

,

“

We=en in theagfoperative_condition felt little conflict ahout Eeeping their

prooise while bL@h principled aad convengional women-with promise-breaking
fﬂ = .

plc3

nesavdr. Conventional women irnZicated they were most concerned with their desire

rzziczale for their behavior morze often than did conventional women, X229.27, p<.0L.
Peilectiaz their stated_idté:as: in a monetary pgyoff, sigrificantly more
cs=ventisnal wowen accepted the $2.00 offered to each participant in the

sz:3y, K:'9.29, 74.01.

= a lazge paycii, F (1,50)=11.65, p<.005. The two groups were equally con-

2ise~keeping was not formallv asked, the i{aformal debriefing provided unexpecred

2

=znérs did, F (2,50)=11.57, p<.001. fhe source of the conflict differed’

ed z%cus their partner's belavior. Wrile the question of conflict regarding

~

significaat 2ata. Principlad women spontaneously cited the contract as the

.

°

s:gzificant differences ia znxiety, commitzent, conflict and behavier indicace
xperienced a real moral Zilszma. This varsion of Prisomar’'s Dilamza is

noral ceasoning
a
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. ‘ Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations of Anxiety Scores

State Anxiety Pgost-Contract

Trait
Group . Anxiety Trial 20 Trial 40 Trial 60 ' Pooled
= —_
Coozerative
' .

Principled X 36.50 6.50 6.70 6.10 19.30

SD 3.719 3.567 3.057 1.853 7.790
3 N ./\ ]

Conventicnal X 37.00 7.00 6.50 6.50 20.00

. SO 7.63C 2.582 2.593 2.321 7.102
fartial Defect

Priacisl.d X 353.20 8.00 8.00 7.70 23.70
SD 10.737 2.708 2.789 2.452 7.181
" Convan=ional %X 35.60 10.50 9.60 8.80 28,90
SD 6.24 3.567 3.836 3.393 9.905

i = ) '

Principled T X 36.42 9.7¢ 10.90 9.890 30.40

\ sy s5.929 31917 5.021 4.517 13.032

Convan=iaral X 35.70 11.63 10.10 10.19 31.80
SD  7.5C4 2.875 3.604 4,606 10.064

6o



Means

and Standard Deviations of Ankiety Sceres

Table 2

State Anxiety Post-Contrice

)

. -

. Trait . - ,
Group Anxiety . | Trial 20 Trial 40 Trial 60 Fooled
{ Coonerative )
Principled X 36.50 6.50 é.m 6.10 19.30
o, — . )
sD '.3.719 3.567 3.057 1.853 7.790
Conventional X.37.00 . 7.00 6.50 6,50
5D 7.8630 2.582 2.593 2.321°
Tartizl Delact
Princicled X 33.20 8.00 8.C0 7.70
\ 3D 12.737 2.708 2.789 2.45°
Conventicral X 35.50 10.50 J 9.60 8.80
SO 6.24% 3.567 3.836 3.393
\
Dafect
. Principled X 36.49 9.70 10.90 9.89
SD 3.329 3.917 5.021 4.517
' Convantional % 33.70 11.60 10.13 132.12
’ 2.875 3.504 1.506
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'~ Social Cognition Related to Behavior in a Naturalistic Setting:

A Comparison «of Delinquents, Predelinquents and Nondelinquents

Edgar B. McColgan: ‘ .7
University of Texas at Austin

" (P@per presented at SRCD Convention, 1977)

\ ,
The Just1f1cat1on for studying the relatiorship of de11nquen£y,=qr ant1 /’
) e
social behavior, to social cogn1t1dn ‘has both empirical and pragmat1c appea]
On the one hand, previous studies have indicated- tnat ado]escents who have en-

gaged in some overt antisocial behavicr are lower than nondelinquents on

social cognitive development like moral judgment (e.q.. ,'Koh]berg & Freund11ch,~

1973; Fodor, 1972; Hickey, 1972) and social role-taking (e.g., Selman, 1973;

Chandler, 1973). On the égher hand, a b5h3v1ora1 c0rre1ate such as H=11n-

N ~N 5,

quency. br1dges the gap between socio-moral reason1ng and mora] action--a Ieap

theorists and researchers in this area are repeated]y pressed, by pragmatxsts,

to makg To be able to show that de]lnquents are def1c1ent 12,5941} h&(a]

-judgments and role-taking ji;il:ﬁ;ﬁ compared with norma!s 4ends credence both
1

to the cognitive-developmen eory on which tfe studies are based, and to
the inst;uments which purport to measure Epecial aspects of the theory.

While the "pluses” are impressive, the study of antisocial behavior- i€

not Without some drawbacks, viz., definitional proElems of what counts as

"antisocial," and how to cdme up with a control group carefully matched on

variables other than social-cognitive development. I will report tod;y on

two phases of a project aimed at taking these drawbacks seriously. The gen-

eral strategy of this g}oject was to t;y to establish stricter comparapi]%ty

between zntisocial and normal groups than has ever been accompli;hed, and to

administer a battéry of social-cognitive measures in order (1) to test their
, .

discriminating power for matched groups ‘chosen on the basis of different

socio-moral conduct, and (2) to study the interrelationships of the measures.

- 60 -
67

N
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i : ‘ @ Phase f
The first phase of this study was largely a replication of previous
studées deé]ing with socia]);ogniiiqnwggAﬁglinqhency. The procedure was Sim-
-ilar to most other studies: name]?, gather data on a gréun of institpfion-

alized delinquents and make some statistical ~comparisons w1th a group of "non;

detinquent’~subfefts. ,Tab]g 1 of vour handout gives ycu some' of the charac-
teristics\g;jt ef/delinquent sample. Look at Column<1 of this table for‘ﬂﬁ?—~\<
delinquent am pdracteristics:’ - -

The Kohj%érg MM&‘fé} this grohﬁ of delinquents was about 233 which is
roughly consisteﬁ% with‘the resuTts in previcus studies withlsimiiar—aged
delinquents (see McColgan & Gott, ;272, for an extensiveireview of téhe moral’
judgment and ?e]inquent studies). Thq}{'undergpaqding and interﬁketStion’of

the Gonén Rg1e”was about what was expected, viz., most were unable to inter-

pret it c6?reqt1y‘in £ specific instance. This is also generaliy coksistent -

9'

with previou; studies.

» IabTe‘Z gjvgs you ;ome interesting data on the results using the DIT gnd. ,
the Moral Compggpension Measure. ~l.ook especia11y'at the DIT score and Moral;
Comprehension at the bottom of the table. The Comparison subjgcts_of Phase{l
‘were matchedron age (within one year), IQ (lower portion of the average ran#s),
sex, race (all Caucasian), scoring system, and residential Toca1e You can

see that the DIT P score is also quite sensitive to d1fferences in the actual »
sog1o-mnra1 behavior of these groups. ‘

$ Phase 11
The predelinquents of Phase Il were a group of male Caucasians identified

as the mosw disruptive and antisocial youngsters in a Contingency Management
classroom in th}ee junior high schools. The program is essentially an attempt

by Community Corrections and the local Department of Special Education to pro-

vide an academic program to better meet the students' needs, ind to keep them

~

’

]

I
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in the mainstream of sch061 and social life as much as possible. By having pre-
delinquents, thé effect of incarceration and institutionalization on test-tak-
ing behavior was automatically controlled. The description of these subjects
suggests they deEfay many of the same behavioral characteric. as do delin-
quents, with the only known exception being tiat they have not committed an gf-
fense for whicn incajceration resuited. The suqupts were variou<ly described
by their teachers in.the fo]]o@ing ways: aggressive, inadequate- impulse cantroi,
acts without forethought, poor self-image, excessive variatﬁons'in mood, poor
interactions\yith peers, poor work habits. In different §tates and at differ-
ent timec, maﬁy of these subjects would have gone through juvenile court pro-

ceedings rather than be maintaine in school. 7

A:nandelinquent comparison group for Phase Il consisted of a matched sampie
from the same ju .or high schools. Table 1 1ists some of the characteristics
of these, and the preéelinquént, subj2cts. An attempt was made to cantrol as
many dariables as possible which would be 1ikely scurces of internal invalidity.
Consequently, each predelinquent was matched with .one control subject on 14
differéﬁt dimensions), which included age, ;IQ, SES, race, sex, test instruments
(same measures and‘qrder - " presentation), interviewer, environmental condi-
tions fgr all i.terviews, time ¢f testing, scoring systém, residential locale
(same city and neighborhoods), and school. The two groups: wer..further found
to contain exactly the s"me-ffumber of boys from one-parent homes,.and to have

-~

achieved the same average ‘grades in school (when grades Were known).

Table 3 gives you tne matched-pafr data for the DIT, Moral Comprehension,

"Konlberg MMS, Golden Rule Task, ana Chandler Role-Taking Instrument. You will

nctice that of the social-cognitive instruments used, none demonstrated signi-

ficant differences between the groups, with one notaple exception--the DIT.
> [
The antisocial group was also 'ess able to think clearl, about highrr-stage

concepts (Moral Comfgrehension) *han the controls. ‘ ,
4

Now, if you will turn to Tabie 4, you will see that whem the delinguent,
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predelinquent and conirol groups we.e analyzed by ANACOVA (contro]]iﬁg for age, )
SES, and Id"it was found that the three qroups differed significantly on the,
0IT © score and the Kohlberg MMS. T e »dsusted group means on the DIT were in
tne predicted direction: delinquents lowest and contrnl subj%cts highest

(16 1/2, delinquent; 18 1/2, predelinquent; 25, control). However, when the
adjusted group means were examined for the Kohlberg instrument, the deiinguent
subjects v+ re found to be the most moraily advanced group (227, delinquent;
194, predelinquent; 199, control)!

An examination of the intercorrelations among the social-cognitive measures
across tne three samples leads, a. vest, t0 confﬁsing conclusidns. There were
not any strong or consistent correlations among any of the measures, although
significant relationships were found between some of the variables in each
group. The most striking finding was really not the cor.elational pattern
among thé social-cognitive measures: it was ﬁhe Kohlberg MMS with 1Q (.63, de-
lingquent sample) and achievement (all in .60's with WRAT).

Even examining the intercorrelations in, each sample led to con?using con-
clusions. Within an individual sample, coére]ations cun’ he explained by
either common method or common construct,  By.common construct, we might have
expected the OIT, MMS, and perhaps the/Moral Comprehension Task to be similar
as measure: dealing with moral judgmenﬁ conceived in terms of six stages,
wnhereas the Golden Rule and Chandier éo]e-taking tasks are somewhat simil.

|
The correlaticns did not group this way. By common method, we might nave ex-
pected the Koh’berg MMS and Golden Rule, as free response measures, to be sim-
ilar, as should the DIT and Moral Ccmpr 2 -jon Measure as recognition or
objective tasks. Again the correlations didn't group this way. All the cor-
relations, when significant, were no higher than the .30's, except for the MMS

and IQ and achievement, wnhich ran in the .6C's.

‘
Vs




‘ ~ Conclusions

i' When picking up differences between institutionalized déiinquents and nor- .
mal adolescents matched in very imprecise ways,.all the instruments confirm pre-

dictions. But, when the two groups are brought closer together (i.e., tge de-

} linquents are not the worst offenders and the controls are carefully matched)'

’ the discriminative powér of all the instruments, zxcept the DIT, is no longer
present. How can we explain the divergent results of Phases I and II? Let me

- briefly offer some tentative possibiiities.

(1) For one thing, it is clear that a person's ability to appreciate Prin-
cipled thinking is a more sensitive discriminator of fine differences between
groups differing in socio-moral conduct than is any other instrument used, in-
cluding the Kohlberg instrument.

(2) The DIT, as a recognition/comprehension task, is no* as heavily loaded
on verbai expressive skills as are the other instruments, particularly the Kohl-
berg instrument. This fact was supported by corrzlations with IQ and school

X

achievement. I believe the data support the suggestion that a person's tacit

awareness of principied arguments nas a lot to db with one's décision regard-
ing overt action. I'm less convinced that being able to verbally esplain argu-
ments h-: .auch tc do with people's actions.
(23) The Kohlberg MMS as a way of indexing moral deve]&pment may not be the‘
- best way of indexing a person's deve[opment. As Rest has suggested (Rest, 1977)
" we might do well to look at the tctal range of a subject's distribution of re-
sponses across the six stages rather than attempt to categorize ecch subject by
his/her modal stage reasoning.
(4) It cuuld also be tnat the diffkrent instruments are either not measur-
ing the same construct, or are measﬁriﬂg the construct "social cognition” in

different ways. This woulu be consistent with Carolyn Shantz's (Shantz, 197%)

suggestion that social cognition is not a unitary construct. '

(5) Perhaps there is reaii; no difference between the predelinguent and
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A Y
centrol groups in this study on how they judge socio-moral conflicts. Rather,
the dif.erences found with the DIT may be due to covariation with some yet un-

: e . .
controlled variable. The burden of proof for this poss...iity rests on rep-

Tication by other weHl-designed studies. .
At the very least, Phase II demonstrated that social-coynitive instruments
are not as potent discriminators as the literature would suggest. This study
raices some serious questions about the reliability of present assessment methods
. with delinguents, and indicates that mare research needs to be done with instru-
ments that can discriminate characteristics cf antisocial adolescents--instru-

-

ments like the DIT.

-
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Table 1

‘//// SubJject Characteristics:

i
.

Phases I and II

 —
s

samples n = 26.

Phase I Phase II -~
Gaaracteristic =
Delinquent Predelinquent Control
_ Age (months)
. Mo 193.97 167.81 170.35

SD 11.89 12.34 8.26
pLo)

M 93.86 94.88 . 95.08

ST 8.73 15.18 14.26
SZS E

M 26.69 37.77 37.96

ST 22.50 27.52 27.29
Note: Delinquent sample n = 29; Predelinquent and Control




Means, Standard Deviations, and ¢ Tests on DIT Stage
Scores and Moral Comprehension: Phase I

~

Groups
Yariables . Delinquént Comparison
M SD " . SD L test p value
QIT Stage
acoges 10.57 3.3 9.72  3.53 -1.000 321 v
3 : 26.15 4.71 22.88‘ 5.96 -2,440 07
ok 36.50 6.13 20.65 7.01 -3.830 <.o01
~ 54 12.76  3.66 18.25 6.04 4,316  <.00l
53 3.74  2.03 6.38. 2.92 L.157 <.001
5 2.30 1.80  4.07 2.24  3.491  <.001
A 12,93 2.hk2 4.07  2.79 1.759 .083
M 4,66 2,11 3.96  1.76  -1.453 .151
? Score 18.79 5.16  28.70 7.39 6,163 <.col
woral

Comprenension 16.03 3.60 12.70 3.56 -3.801 <.,001

Hose: Delinquent sample n = 29; Comparison sample n = by,

~1
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Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations, and Matched riir t Tests -
on Dependent ieasures: Phase II

Groups
Veriables -Predelinquent | Control '
M SD M . ~§§ '._3 test p value
QIT Stage . ,
‘2Ccores . )
2 11.67 3.18  10.51 3.16 -u.66 513
3: 29.55 5.89 24,62 6.28 -1.67 .107 _
4 i 32.56 5.29  33.46 5.35 0.36  .720 ‘J/) '
5A © 12.76  4.68 16,41 5.63  2.27  .032 K
: 5B, 2,05, .1.53 - 3.85 2.92 1.90  .070
5 2.31  2.37 - 3.46 2.00 1.27 .216
A 5.32  3.09  3.40 2.01 -1.41 172
M 3.97 2.70 L,17 2.18 0.17 .866
? Score ~ 16.86 4,64 é3.72 7.02 3.58 <.001
sJoral ’

- Comprerension 15.00 2.48 16.69 2.49 2.64 LOl14

Lonlwerg loral
Maturity Score 185.27 13.97 196.08 30.58 1.13 .269

Ziapget Golden

aule Task 223.08 32.34 228.35 37.88 0.72 478
.Chandler Rele )

Taxing Task 12,77  4.11 12,12 5,05  -0.54 562
Note: n =26 in both groups.

o K




Table 4

F Ratlos and p Values for Dependent Measures:
Samples from Phases I and II Combined

A

i

Varizdles

/" ANOVA ANACOVA

.

p, value

o7 Sfage
Scores
2
3
Ty

? Score

.
renension

2lz7eT GHhlden

Aule Task




Indexing Moral Development

! ~Mark L. Davison and Stephen qubins”
University of Minnesota
7
Kohlberg (1969, 1971) has outlined a six stage theory of moral develop-
ment. Each successive stage,in the theory is character;zed by moral reasoning’
which is more comglex, more comprehensive, more integrated, and mare differen-
- tiated than the reasoning of earlier stages. According to Kohlberg's th;ory
the child develops!by movement through a sequence of steps with‘the following
. bases of qoral ofder: internal compulsion and poygr (Stage 1), interpe.uonal
exchange aﬂd need satisfaction (Stagg 2), social expectations (Stage 53,
authroity figures (Stage 4), a legitimate’social{contract¢(8tage 5), and'
individgal cogscience-(Stage 6).
Kohlberg himself has developed an interview procedure for assessing an
individual's level of moral devélopment. Rest (Note 1, Rest, Céoper, Coder, R
Masagz, and Anderson, 1974) has developed an objective measure of moral level.
The test consists of six stories describing moral dilemmas. After reading
each story, thae sugject is first asked to answcr a yes-no juestion indicating
~ - how s/he thinks the central character of the st;ry ought to respond to the
dilemma. Second, the respondent is asked to rate each of several i;sues on

-

a five-point scale of 1mportance in deciding what ought to be done. And
. ~N

finally, the respondent is asked to raunk order the four issues which s/he *

thinks are the most important. Each of the issues reflects reasoning
charactaristic of eithe; Stage 2, 3, 4, SA,\SB, or 6 in Kohlberz's theorv.
o

Because Rest's Nssues can be divided inte. six sets, cne for each of the

stages; 2, 3, 4, 5A, % and 6, in Kohlberg's th-ory, the test readily yields

- 70 -
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x,, = the rating given by subject i to“issue j.

X,. ®= 10 inj, where n is the number of issues.

il

1 :
;j' =NZ xij’ the mean response to item j in a standardization sample of N = 1080.
i -
l . .
X.. =Nn 2 L xij’ the grand meam of responses “n the standardization sample.
i] ' 2

D itself is a weighted sum of double standardized item responses where the

weights were empircally derived via a scaling alggrithm described by

«

o
Schdnemann (1970). (Davison (1978) and Davison, Robbins& and Swanson (Note 2)
f;
supply the justification for adopting Schdnemann's algorithm.) While.the
weights vary from item to item, the average weight given to Stagf 2 items is

\\lower‘than the average weight given to Stage 3 items which in turn is lower
- R 3 .

than the average welght given to Stage 4 items etc. ) j f‘)
. \
Because 1t uses %nformation from ifgms keyed to every stage, D is mbre
N ¢ . » .
intuitively appealing than P as a measure of overall development. The most
important comparison between the indices, however, is the comparison of their
emp%rical properties. We will now summarize Ehese comparisons. JWith ‘one

exception to be noted below, none of the following data come from the sample

on which D was standardized.

Merhods and Results

Reliability

In a sample of 160 students, 40 junior high, 40 senior high, {0 college,

[

and 40 graduate students, the internal consistency reliability estimate for

78
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P was .77. The coaparable estimate for D was .79. The intercorrelgtion
between the two indices ;as .74, & .

In a sample composed'of 33 college students and 19 ainth graders retested
after a two to three week interval, the test-retest correlations for P and D

respectively were .77 and .76 respectively. Within tne ninth graders, the
J N
test-retest correlations were .81 and .92. For the college students, the

. -

figures were .70 and .68. None of tnese differences betwee. test-retest
reliabilities for P and D are statistically significant at the .05 level. 1In
a final sample composed of students and adults retested after an interval of

eight to eighteen weeks, the test-retest reliabilities were .82 and - 87.

[N

Again, the difference is not significan{ at the .05 level.
. /

Validity

.

In three different samples, the correlations between the two indices were

in the .70{5. As cited above, in the\heterogeneous sample composed of junior
,

high, senior high, college, and graduate students, the correlation between the
two indices was .74. A correlation of .72 was obtained in a sample of 20
composéd primarily of education and psychology undergraduates. In the stan-

.

dardization sample of 1080 subjects, the correlation between P and D was .78,
> 9
In the sample of 160 junior high, senior high, coilege, and graduate
students, males and females did not differ significantly in either their P or

.D scores., Nor were P and D significantly related to SES as measured by

father's education. Both P and D were modestly correlated with SES as

"

measured by Zather's occupation {(r, = .20, p < .05, r = .26, p < .05).

3

Table ! shows that both P and D display a roughly similar pattern

E
v

correlations with measures of cognitive ability (Differentialj}pt1t~ e Test

’ 1
Composite Score), clmprehension 5f moral 1ssues, political tolerhpfe, and
.



law and order orientation. Basically, both indices are more highly corre~-
latea with measures associated with moral development than with. the measure
of general cognitive'ability.. None of the differences in Table 3 are sta-

tistically signifcant. : “

Longitudinal Analyses

The majer difference between the indices seems to be that D is more sensi-
tive to naturally\occurring longitudinal change. As Table 2 shows, both P and
D changeh significanily from 1972-1976 in a_sample of 54 junior high and high
school students, but as reflected by the associated F sfatistics, the trend
for D was stronger than that for P.

Similar differences occurred in the 21 subjects tested by Elaine Wilgon
in 1974 and 1976. In this sample;‘howeveé, only D changed significantly. ‘

Examination of the subject's stage scores revealed that only Stage 3 dcores

changed significantly, a stage reflected in D scores but not by P scores.

Discussion

Though there were fluctuations from sample to sample, the reliavilities
for the two indiceés were generally in the .70's or .8u's. The correlatioas _
between the two Andices tehded to be in chg low .70's. Neither index varied
significantly as a function of sex or father's education, though D was
mode: tly related to father's occupetion in one sample. Both indices dis-

played a similar pattern of correlations with outside measures. The major

difference between P and D seemed ?o be that D was more sensitive to .

L T -
t

naturally occurring longitudinal change.
D is a complex index to compute by hand, because ic is a weighted sum .

of rransformed item rating scores. One wonder® whether all of the R

8U
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complexity is necessarv. Would we do just as well by taking an unweighted sum

of item socres? If a weighted sum is necessary, need we use empirically

‘
.

derived item weights as with D or could we give each ifem a weight equal to

its corresponding stage? While we have not, yet examined the simpler alterna-

tives as thoroughly as P and D, a simple izem sum (after reverse scoring

responses to nonprincipled’ issues) has proven somewhat less reliable, less
\ . s
highly correlated with outside geasures, and less sensitive to longitudinal

trends than D. More work with the simpre item sum is needed, however. As
yet we have no data to report on weightin® each item by its coriesponding

staga number. . ,

Because D incorporates information from responses to all stages, it has

. Vi H
more logical appea! than P as an/overall mejsure of development. More
/ )
importantly, however, incorporating inforwation from rasponses to all issues

>

has yielded an index seeningly more sansitive to longitudinal change. When

-

significant longitudinal stage change was observed only for Stage 3, a stage

3

.

not reflected by P, D fbut not P) changed significantly. In a second lrugi-

tudinal sample where signiricant stage change cccurred in both Principled and

] .
Nonprincipled Stages, both mea. .es changed significantly, buc the trends in

~
D wera stronger than those in P. For_those interested in asseséﬁng ovgrall
. N : ¢ .

- B R {

change in a manner which reflects lower stage as well as upper stxge change,
- . * N -
D would seem to be the superior index of development. Because both P and D

ire somewhat complex tc compute, we now offer a computerized scoring se.vice

N :

which proviaes stage scores, P scores, and D scares for each gubiect as com-

3 4
puted rrom their DIT responses. Those who wish to use the service should

contact, -ith-r Ors. James R. Rest or Mark L. Daviscn, 330 Burton Hall,

‘

Department of Social, Psvchological, and Phiiosophical Foundations ¢ Educa-
- A} ?

tion, University of Minnesota, Minneapolls, Minnesota 33«33,

i
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TABLE 1 '
N g ’ ’ <
Correlations of D and P with méasures of cognitive ability

(DATVN), comprehension ‘of moral issues (COMP), law and order

. e * m
oriéntation (LO), and political tolerance (PX)..

L]
»
2

\»,/‘a ¢ ‘<\ . ' ~
DATVN COMP - B Egh gr,, ;
. NYA ..63% .52 T 58% . ;e
- s /'/ %
. } . e ‘ /‘, ¢ . . . ‘
D 4T . .63%* . -.49% .55
. . . hd
} « . I"' ‘ -
(‘ '
.
. k
K2 f




" Longituldinal Treads in P and D .
Rest Data E
O
® . 1972 1974 1976 v F
7(- S .f S 35 S
1
P 20.32 7.39 " 21.74 7.8, 26,10 7.72 20.06%* '
. . D -.06 .37 .24 A8 .32 L16 24.86%*
. - »
il Wilson Data *
{ *
1074 . 1976
, ¢ : -
X s X 5
P 20.33  10.535 22,15 -1
) D 04 .56 . 21 50

J
) *P <« 0§ .
LY
**p < .01
. )
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Addendum:
Peréonality Correlates of the(DIT .
Since stages of mora; judgment are just one aspect of a person's _~rsonality,

many interesting -questions ariseAabout the relation of moral judgmn2nt to th;
rest of personality: How closely tied or independent is moral- judgment to other
aspects of - person's social'aevelopment such as autonomy, self esteem, cole
taking ability, ego identity, etc.? Are certair personality characteriétics
prerequisites to high'moral judgment development--such as.liberalism, intellec~-
tualism, social sensitivity? 1Is moral judgment deleopment a prerequisite to
generai rersonaiity development and/or integration, ‘as theorists such as
Loevinger and Erikson suggegt? Could we improve the predictabélitf,cf behavior

] .
by combining information about moral judgnent along with information about other
L]

personc lity characteri§tics, such as ego strength, empathy, decisiveaess, in- ‘
dependence, ete.? Does the person who uses Stage Z predominantly tend to be
more machiaveilian? Does the person who uses Stage 3 tend to béJ;ore socially
conforming and approval seeking? Does the person who uses‘étage 4 tend to be
more authoritarian, generally? d

Questions such as these are addressed by the studies summarized below. -
It 1is &iffic;ltbto summarize the results since so many different vari;blas
have been explored snd since many relatipnships are unclea? as yet; Neverthe~
less this information might be useful to researchers planning future‘research

jn the area, and T wanted to round out this summary of DIT research by citing,

however briefly, this work._ .

L

. : ' /
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Personality Correlates of DIT

Personalitv Test and ‘Rariable

Correlation

Allen % Kickbusch,

430 9th graders

Blackner, 197i1///

80 high school Ss

Blackner, 1975
80 adults

Bloomb-_rg, 1974
53 undergrads

» Carble, 1976
90 college Ss

Dortzbacn, 1975
185 adults

dartwich, 1975

98 undergraduates

Jonnson,. (274
26 aign s~noeol

3

' o 1
_Rotter's I[-E scale Ve

Rosenberz scafle of faith in peorle
Jourard: selr disclosure

- on attitude and value

- on personality

Ser-a of power 11 school
Generalizea attitudes toward school

Rosenberg sc;?ﬁ of self-estemm

Tennessee Self Concept Scale

- positive total scale (self esteenm)
- moral ethical self

- personalisy integraticn

Tennessee Self Concept Scale

- positive total scale {self 2steem)
- moral ethical self

- personality integration

Rogter's 1-E scale

Constantinople's Inventorv of Pers. Dev.
Marcia's Ego Tdentity Statuses

4

e

e
e

California Persona}fty Invent%ry
- Dominance -

- Capacity for status

- Sociability

~ Social presence

- Self acceptance

- Sense of well-being

- Responsibility

- Socialization .
- Self control

- Tolerance

- Good impréssion

- Communadity

- Achievement via conformance
- Achievement via indapendence
- Intellectual efficiency

~ Psycho.ogisal mindedness

- Flexibility

- Temininzity

ntrinsic-extrinsi: religious orientation

»

.02
L2

.06
.02
.01
.04

: 15
.19
.03

.20
.12
.05

.06

.01

NS

17

L1t
.32
L1l
.17
.20
.20
.33
.05
.18

.39 -

o
s

.09
.15
.25
.48
.G

.32

1
4

.03
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'\ Study and sample _ Perscnality Test and Variable Correlation
 /Mzsanz, 1975 Tea “ers; ratings ’ ,
.33 nigh school Ss - Initiative, industry .46
~ Motivation .35
= - Cooperation NS
- EFmotional stability NS
~ Common sense 88
’ - Leadership NS
- Personality NS
- Reliability NS
" - Concern for :thers NS
- Honesty ) NS
- Respect far authorirty 3&
. . - Work effort
MeColgan, 1975 = Jesness Test
) - Social maldjustment .20
- Value orientatiom . .2
- Immaturity ’ -.18
. - Autism: distort realirty -.03
-~ Alienation: distrust of others . 36
~ Manifest aggression .06
- Withdrawzal .17
- Sccial anxiety .2
.- Repression B 1
h _ - Denial to acknowledsr conflict -.33
- Antisocial index - B A
. I-Lcvel NS
. o ‘
Morrison, Toews & Rest, 1973 Minnesota Affect Assessment
73 junior highs - General school interest ' . 16
) - Autononmy . -.11
- Self expressiog -.21
) . - Academic set - ¢ Co-.05
. ‘ - Pine arts -.03
. ~ School personnel .30
' - Imporrance cf affect - 15
- Intrinsic amctivation 13
' - External locus 2f zontro! \J; R
+ Need for direction ; 15
Sanders, 1976 Norwicki-Strickle ¢d's Locus of Conitrol .3C
49 Junior higﬁs .
Schneeweis, 1974 Allport=Yernen-Lindzev Stud- ¢ Villes .
6+ high school 3s ~ Theoretizal - Ja
’ - Zomoric -. %7
- Aestheti: -, N1
* - Social -, 30
-,Political e
- Religious N
r v
Q . v Ru

L - -




Study =nd sample Personality Test and Variable Correlation
Schomberg,\l975 Omnibus Inventory
35 college Ss ’ -Thinking introversion .36
- Complexity : . .35
- Autonomy A7
- Practical ouclook -.51
’ - Masculinity/femininaty - -.11
- Theoretical orientation .2
- Estheticism .32
' - Religious orientation , .10
- Social extroversion . .11
- Impulse cxpression .19
- Personal integration .31
4 . - Anxiety level .39
g Altruism .ZQ
Stancaring, 1976 Rokeach Value Survev ;
33 college Ss - Comfortabie life . .05
- Exciting .38
- Sense of accomplishment .2
, - World at neace .30,
; - Worid of beautv . 16
- - £quality % .36
- Family security F -. 17
- Freedom °~ | .. / .50
- Happiness -. 24
) - Ianer harmony .34
’ - Mature love -.05
~ - Naticnal security -.32
- Plggsure .63
~ Salvati:n -.60
- Self-respect . .18
- Socia! redowmicion ) -.13
- - Toee ¢ _endshiy .06t
“isdom il
: Ay
Troth, 374 Gurin's Tntemal-exzer—al control
-7 izilege Ta - Toral ‘ il
- Zoncrol deoln X
> ~ Pargeral concro! L2l
S stet molioiber oo .15
Lo, 2032rs. L4 E Maure vellrandsm Macn Uy Ol
<7 omzergradiiicas R Y . R
RN Covdal303N 9 POt Tmagae Ttle S
- FrowanrE ot by oown o terson - il
- : o ST e TN A 33.
- N fame 2 on - 3
f 3 .
e
Q -
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